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INTRODUCTION 


‘Tuomas Rasimus 
University of Helsinki & Université Laval 


When one approaches the Gospel of John, one is confronted with beauty 
and mystery, with almost countless difficulties and controversies, and 
with a text that has had a tremendous influence on both Christian and 
Jewish history. One need only think of the impact this gospel has had 
оп the formulation of the Nicene and Chalcedonian Creeds, but also 
оп Christian anti-Semitism that has cast its dark shadow throughout 
the centuries. The good and evil this “Fourth” or “spiritual” gospel has 
inspired, is thus a formidable topic to investigate. This volume does not 
attempt to cover more than a fraction of the effective history of John's 
Gospel. Instead, the contributions collected here investigate the early, 
specifically second-century reception of the Fourth Gospel. This is an 
era when its fortunes are surrounded by silence and mystery. It is often 
asked, what happened to John's Gospel in the years after its composi- 
and before it was picked up by various Christian theologians in the 
mid- to late second century. The standard answer, until quite recently, 
has been that Gnostic and other so-called heterodox groups were the 
first ones to appreciate this spiritual gospel, and hence the mainstream 
Christians avoided using it until authors like Theophilus of Antioch and 
Irenaeus of Lyons, in the last quarter of the second century, rescued it 
for the church.' Lately, this view has been challenged. Several scholars 
have carefully argued that from early on, there also existed a “catholic” 
reception of Johns Gospel. There have also been advances in the study 
of heterodox forms of Christianity, especially so-called “Gnostic” ones." 














" See, ед; Sanders 1943, 86-87; Hillmer 1966, 170-172; Brown 1979, 1436: and 
Haenchen 1984, 18-19, 

7 Hengel 1989; Nagel 2000; Hill 2004. 

> The category of Gnosticism has been reevaluated by M. Williams (1996); and. 
King (2003); the category of Classic or Sethian Gnosticism has been likewise reevalu- 
ated by Layton (1987); Logan (1996); and Rasimus (2005); and a deeper understand- 
ing of it has been offered by Pearson (1990) in relation to Jewish traditions, and by 
}.- Turner (2001) in relation to the Platonic tradition. Recent important contributions 
to Valentinianism have also been made by Thomassen (2006) and Dunderberg (2008). 
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‘This has then increasingly led to а desire to abandon the old division 
between “orthodox” and “heterodox” forms of Christianity as mislead- 
ing and anachronistic, and to treat all forms of early Christianity іп 
their own right. Additionally, a general, renewed interest in the recep- 
tion history (or effective history) of the New Testament writings has 
developed, accompanied by stresses that early exegetes must be studied 
within their own contexts, that the New Testament writings are indeed 
open to pluralistic interpretations, and that modern scholarly readings 
(theories) should not be viewed in isolation from the early exegesis that 
has sometimes had unrecognized effects on modern views: Therefore, 
the time seemed ripe for a fresh, comprehensive look at the Fourth 
Gospels early reception history. 

‘A natural place to start such an investigation is the Johannine cor- 
pus itself. The possible—if not probable—final redactional layer of the 
gospel, and the Johannine epistles (1-3 John), can be conceived of as 
representing the earliest reception of the gospel.’ Whether the gos- 


һо the recent collection of essays on "Second-Century Christian Heretics” by 

inen and Luomanen (2005). 
* On the “history of influence” effective history” (Wirkungsgeschichte) approach 
generally see Luz 1985, 78-82; Räisänen 2001, 263-282: and, of course, Gadamer 1965, 
©. PP. 284й. Mitchell (2000, 18-22) points out that a reception of a text should not be 
studied from the point of view of ifthe interpreter understood И correctly, but of how 
the interpreter has interpreted it. Kannengiesser (2004, 3-20) calls for the placing of 
the ancient interpreters in their own cultural and social contexts. Keefer (2006, 12-20, 
81-104), in addition to these emphases, stresses the facts that Biblical texts are open to 
pluralistic interpretations and that by bringing ancient exegetes into discussion with 




















тойт ones, ме may gain пе ight Keefer fl among his other servations, 
бе len тарса thal he cages o th Valentina Hern 
оше ways remarkably similar о those of (Coane босы Кыстап 


Sn reading (1968, 26, 70) can then be seen as naively Valentiniant), Meeks, Martyn 
{nd Brown two lee reading), and thn might can Һар us belier evaluate the 
‘moder discussion: 0) Irenacus has had much ífiuence оп how we view the Fourth 
Gospel today: and (с) that міс we know next to nothing ofthe Бей readers ofthe 
Fourth Gospel Le., the hypothetical construct of the Johannine community we do 
act a glimpse ofthe жоі century readers like Hersclon and Irenaeus, and they 
Thay be he cosest ме can get ta icing out the actual frst readers 

T previous Бобр Seveled to the келісем reception of the Fourth 
Gospel includes Sanders 1943: Braun 195% Митт 1966: Kaen а al. 1990; Nagel 
2000; Hil 2004; and Keefer 2006. The older scholarship operated under the old para- 
dign of cry catholic reluctance towards the Fourth Сора, a» well м under the 
now outdated views on Gnosticism, whereas more recent scholarship det ай 
its thoroughness and innovativenes has not neces been able to fully incorpo- 
тис the Шем advances made in the study of heterodox forms of Christianity andlor 
Баева. 

Тұқы chapter 2 is а ber addition to the gospel, is the standard view today; ес, 
eg, Brown 1966, exis: Zumstein 19% and Koester 2000, 199. Many scholars 
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pel predates the epistles, and whether they have different authors, are 
debated issues, but even if the priority of the epistles is assumed, they 
can be seen to reflect the essential teachings of the Johannine commu- 
nity’ that became embodied in the gospel. Raimo Hakola's essay inves- 
tigates the reception and development of the Johannine teachings in 
the epistles, as well as the nature of the Johannine schism that divided 
the Johannine community and is reflected in the epistles. 

Related to the question of the earliest reception is the question of 
the gospel's authorship, and, consequently, its title. The gospel is said 
to have been written by the famous Beloved Disciple (John 21:24), 
who is just as famously left unnamed. The title of the gospel (according 
to John) is by most accounts a later addition to the manuscript tra- 
dition perhaps necessitated by the circulation of the gospel outside 
the Johannine community that produced it.* However, this then raises 
questions on the accuracy and origin of the title. Did a John write the 
gospel, and was the author in reality, or at least via authorial fiction, 
John the son of Zebedee, one of the twelve? Did the title originate 
within the Johannine community? Or is the title completely fictitious, 
secondary and inaccurate? And if so, who invented it? 

Тһе manuscript tradition is unanimous: no one other than “John” 
appears as the author in the titles. Likewise, the church tradition is 
practically unanimous: apart from the unique third century anti- 
Montanist tradition, according to which Cerinthus wrote the Revelation, 
and perhaps also the Gospel,’ all ancient witnesses assigned the Fourth 





also assign the prologue—or parts of itas well as sections from the farewell dis- 
courses, to the final redaction. See, e.g., Brown 1966, xuxi-xxxix; Becker 1970; Richter 
1975; and Segovia 1981 
For the Johannine community, see especially Meeks 1972: Brown 1979: Martyn 
1979; and Kacst et al. 1990; but also the critical discussions in Bauckham 1998, For 
renewed discussion of the role of women in the Johannine community, see Conway 


э» 
“Сі. "Thebsld 196, 250-15; Dunderberg 2006, 12006. ТЬе remark made 
Yume (1987, 1-14} according to which ШЕ gospel Ше спи ob ster add 
inthe ery PG (arre Badener I) appears to pertain only th placement of 
Thc ila the Begining atc thant Шы cider the gospel) mt fo the exec of 
the ile self On te other hand, the tress onthe anon ofthe Beloved Dicipe 
ined at odde withthe rp mention of ob ш бе tid, which alone sugges 
и the te doesnot stem om the станды er the redaction). Henge (1908 26, 
Ta), however, nk thatthe tle wae sey part of the опа pope 
"lai (han 31.38) menos б he Дор rid t be кока 
БІН Goa uoti rige i abi ame sce sore 
тера ы ox Hippy mde te mme aba Hower e ry 
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Gospel to John the apostle, who, according to many. would have writ- 
ten at Ephesus during the time of Trajan (98-117 СЕ). The identi- 
fication of the earliest known assignment of the Gospel to “John” is 
debated, but the most common candidates are Papias (ca. 130) and 
the Valentinian Ptolemaeus (ca. 150)! In addition, if at least parts of 
the Acts of John are to be dated as early as the first or second quarter 
of the second century, then this fragmentary document—which has 
also sometimes been seen as a product of the schismatic elements of 
the Johannine community—may even be the earliest document that 
both identifies the evangelist as John the son of Zebedee, and places 
him in Ephesus.” István Czachesz investigates the relationship of the 
so-called Gospel-section of the Acts of John to the Fourth Gospel. 
There did exist an ancient tradition of two different Johns in 
Ephesus, known to Dionysios of Alexandria and Eusebius, but even 
these authors assigned only the Revelation to the “other John" (see 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl 3.39.6; 7.25) while attributing the Gospel and 
1 John to the apostle. The theory according to which the “other John" 


OF ths ations concerning the alleged Cerinthian authorship of the 
фай Scc e uci ia HR а зат ee во 

"Б, Irenaeus, Adr ha. 2225 LI 1М dating more or less in accordance 
with e scholar consensus that dates he gospel көте 90-109 C (Brown DI 
100-105, Moloney 1998, 1- Keen 205, 40-14), A date ia the ale al of the 
sco century Шы semaine еп нерлі bt eral fd ty c 
Brown 1968, Б: Hengel 199, 87-88). suggestions forthe pao Composition vary 
mone, although thc radial candidae Ephesus enacts Ahr bn 
Шш ect 4186-8;5343:6.142) or Аша Минг generally remain the favored choice 
(Brown 1968, бшу civ: Akin 204, 27 Keener 2M, 140-10 Renee 204 6-8 
Trcbico 2001 2418) Syria Syria Palestine and speccaly Antioch, have also been 
proposed (Bulimann 71 12 Aune 172,25 Калта! 1975, 207 Koener 19%, 209 
Ead iens requcnly Aranda (Sanders 1913, 398 Brownlee 1972, I). Оп he 
cher Мим, he poii of s alata of caer traditions to the place of 
Compontion/pbbeaton (cg, om Füesine w бур, Ada Minar er Syra i con- 
‘tlt by several «ісіме ce Brownlee 1972, 188, Brown 1979, 38-37, 166: Sth 
195122 ami ay Murray 1987 aiet 

"^H 2004 67:206) М sugested that Eusebius has preserved а fragment of 
Papias in Ht. cl 3205-17, wh ai he ойи ofthe Foo Gospel o Johns, 
ж don pra (1) Hat. cd. 215.2. 3395-16 hat dict te origins of 
Mark and Mathew, snd which sections Eusebius doc attribute o Papias and (D) 
proe in ше sudor who are known er pected to have wed Papi acount 
SE gino the cee Ian, le of Adin Mtn 
ачен Origen end УБ of Та). emcee’ parie page in Ай. Мет. 
21 nes е erga e fur grapdis and ir would, cody е НА, dom 
am Pape wol 

т now Cpl Lalleman 199, cg 245-270; ad Седен in his чаш. 


dis often 

















INTRODUCTION 5 


wrote the gospel, is a modern one." It is based, among other things, on 
the fact that Papias elsewhere speaks of two Johns—both "elders" —of 
whom the first one is associated with the past apostles, and the other 
one with a present elder Aristion (Papias frg. 3.3-4 Holmes = Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 3393-4). Some scholars maintain that the two Johns are, 
їп fact, one and the same, and that John's placement in both groups 
is due to the fact that while being one of the apostles of the past, he 
alone of them had lived until the present time, when Papias was mak- 
ing his inquiries into the “sayings of the Lord,” and while written 
down perhaps in the 130s or 140s, Papias may have carried out some 
of his inquiries much earlier, when John was still alive. However, 
other scholars think that this passage does indeed refer to two different 
Johns, the apostle and an elder. Furthermore, the author of 2-3 John 
identifies himself as an “elder” (2 John 1; 3 John 1), and in the manu- 
script tradition as well as in the church tradition, he is identified as 
“John.” Given also the facts that several authors in the first and second 
centuries seem unaware of John the apostle's connection to Ephesus," 
and that there is a tradition according to which John the apostle was 
martyred, pethaps already in the first century.” some scholars have 
assumed that it was the "other John,” the elder, who was the Beloved 
Disciple; he then wrote the Fourth Gospel either himself, or left its 
final composition to his students. That there was a specific Johannine 
school of authors around the elder/Beloved Disciple that produced the 
Johannine writings, is a popular theory.” Yet some scholars prefer to 








Brown 1966, о. 

^ Thus Smalley 1984, 73; Akin 2001, 26: and Kostenberger 2004, 717. 

© Thus Brown 1966, ac Hengel 1989, 124. 

* Acts DINI. and Eph are sient about John. Ignatius, Eph. speaks of Paul but 
not of John: Papias does not seem to connect John to Ephesus in his surviving fra 
ments and Polycarp, Phil. does not mention John, although he docs cite 1-2 John: 
Ser Brown 1908, fn 

* Phi of S "Hamartolus affirm that according о Papias (rg. 5-6 
Hlc йш ка lid Бу Jen Ше his brother James (rho ка kiled în he ey 
Antipas see Acts 122) similarly two martyrologics from Eden and Carthage. Mack 
1035 40//Matt 2020-23 can be taken to portray Jesus predicting the martyrdom of 
both the sons o Zebedee. On the other hand, John need not have been lid at the 
same time as his brother (сі Gal 29). See Hengel 1989, 138-1592121. 

"Cl. Brown 1979; Hengel 1989. 

seep Culpepper 1975 as welas Bow 1979: Henge 1989: and Zumstein 
1990. The need to postulate a school is, among other things, дис to the “we” passages 
in the gesp (1:14: 21:24) and 1 Joha (Lf) as well as tothe reference to the ded 
of the Beloved Disciple (John 21:21-23) 
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think that the Beloved Disciple is a piece of authorial fiction (of the 
Johannine school), whose figure may or may not be intended to por- 
tray John the son of Zebedee” While the ascription of the Fourth 
Gospel to someone other than John the apostle is common nowadays, 
there are, nevertheless, many scholars who maintain, in accordance 
with the church tradition, that the Gospel and the Epistles (perhaps 
also Revelation) were written by the apostle, the Beloved Disciple him- 
self, at an advanced age in Ephesus.” 

Whatever the true identity of the gospel's author(s), the figure of 
the Beloved Disciple has captivated the imagination of many, not just 
today, but already in the ancient world. Several early Christian writings 
present a beloved disciple—someone whom Jesus loved more than his 
other followers—who is then specifically named. These include Mary 
Magdalene, Judas, Philip and Thomas.” Marvin Meyer investigates the 
various beloved disciples in the second century, as they occur in apoc- 
ryphal gospels and other early Christian writings. 








™ Bultmann (1971, 484-485) considered the Beloved Disciple to be a symbol of 
gentle Christianity; Kragerud (1959) thinks the character presents the prophetic 
Johannine community a» то the “apostolic Petrine church”; and Dunderberg 
(2006, 180-198) has argued that the Beloved Disciple is а fictional “anti-James,” cre- 
ated to counteract Jewish Christian appeals authority. On the other hand, 
Hengel (1989, 1294.) thinks the Beloved Disciple is a composite figure based on both 
the son of Zebedee and the elder 

“ Akin 2001, 26; Keener 2003, 122-139; Kostenberger 2004, 6-8; cf Osborne 2002, 
2-6. For the traditional view, according to which John the son of Zebedee wrote the 
Gospel, 1-3 John and Rev, sec Irenacus, Adv. haer. 3.65: 420.11 (Adv. haer, 4.26.3 
тау contain ап allusion Lo 3 John thus Hi 2004, ЭЎ; Jr, Vir That 
2-3 John and/or Rey were written by a person other than the evangelist, was an opin- 
ов already attested in ancient times (see Eusebius, Hist. ecl. 3.396; 6.25. 
Papias, fs. 31-3; 73-7 Holmes; cf. Moffatt 1961, 479-481). That the 
1 John are by different authors was never in doubt in the carly church, although 
it is a common view today (Bultmann 1973, 1: Brown 1982, 19-30; Schnackenbur 
1992, 34-42: Painter 2002, 44-74). A church tradition also held that John wrote his 
gospel with the knowledge of the other three (Clement of Alexandria іп Eusebius, 
Hist. есі. 6147; Eusebius himself, Hist. оса 3247-13; Epiphanius, Pan. 51411-12: 

‘Augustine, Cons. 4.11-20). In modern scholarship, a theory of John’ 

dependence on/knowledge of the Synoptics is found, eg, in Mendner 1957-1958; 
Neirynck 1979; and Neirynck 1984; cf. Barrett 1978, 42-34. Variants of the theory 
of essential independence from the Synoptics аге found, cg. in Brown 1966, xliv- 
xil; Schnackenburg 1968, 1411-43: Smalley 1984, 9-40; and Keener 2003, 42. For 
John's relationship to the Synoptic Gospels generally, see Smith 1992; and Keener 
2003, ой. 

= For the theories of Thomas and John in conflict, se Riley 1995; DeConick 1996, 
Pagels 1999; DeConick 2001; Pagels 2003; and especially now Dunderberp 2006, 
14-46, for relevant discussion. 
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This brings us to Gnosticism. At least since Bultmann, every stu- 
dent of the Fourth Gospel has had to deal with the question of its 
relationship to Gnosticism. Bultmann, of course, argued that parts of 
the Fourth Gospel and especially its prologue originated їп а Mandean 
Gnostic group that held John the Baptist to be their Savior, and whose 
ideas were then Christianized to produce the Gospel of John as we 
know it? To be sure, Mandeaism, in most scholars’ opinion today, 
cannot be confidently traced back to the end of the first century (the 
probable date of composition of the Fourth Gospel), and in any 
case the reconstructed Primal Man myth on which Bultmann largely 
built has been shown to be a flawed, artificial construct of the 19th 
and early 20th century History-of-Religions school? Another blow 
to Bultmann’s hypothesis came from the Qumran discoveries that 
showed that Johannine dualism finds closer parallels in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls (and Jewish apocalyptic) than Mandean sources." However, 
the question of the Fourth Gospel's link to Gnosticism, specifically to 
some kind of pre-Christian Gnosticism—whose existence in itself is 
still maintained by a number of specialists” —has ever since captivated 
the imagination of many a scholar, and the issue cannot be said to 
have been completely resolved. 

Some decades ago, Raymond Brown formulated ап influential 
theory of the hypothetical history of the Johannine community: 
Importantly, he suggested that the Johannine schismatics would have 
taken the gospel with them on a road that eventually led to Gnosticism 
and other heterodox forms of Christianity.” This solution shifts the 
Gnostic connection to the time after the gospel, in that it was enthusi- 
astically adopted by Gnostics from early on. But a more Bultmannian 
view is still alive and reasonably well. The Nag Hammadi findings, and 
especially the discovery therein of the Trimorphic Protennoia, provided 
fuel for the fire. This Gnostic document was hailed as the proof of 
Bultmann's hypothesis that behind the Fourth Gospel's prologue, there 
was an earlier, pre-Christian Gnostic hymn, which was adopted by the 








> Bultmann 1925; 1971, 7H. СЇ. Haenchen 1984, 1224 

* See Buckley 2002, МЕ, 153-160; and Lupier 2002, 125-126, 165-172. СІ, how- 
ever, Rudolph 1987, 343-386. 

"See especially Colpe 1961. Cf. King 2003, 7 

> Sce Brown 1966, li-Levi and Charlesworth 

5 HOM. Schenke 1981, 607; Pearson 1990, 

^» Brown 1979. 

* Brown 1979, 24. 
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evangelist.” After the early enthusiasm, however, the links between the 
prologue and Trim. Prot. did not seem to prove Bultmann right after 
all. Trim. Prot. was and has been increasingly explained as a correc- 
tive reading of John's prologue rather than its source, although it has 
been argued that both texts independently go back to Jewish Wisdom 
speculations. However, another Nag Hammadi text, the Apocryphon 
of John, was also discovered to contain a hymn similar not only to 
Trim. Prot., but also to John's prologue. As this "Pronoia" hymn was 
even missing from the shorter version of Ap. John,” many scholars 
assumed that it was an originally independent hymn based on Jewish 
Wisdom speculations and was secondarily annexed to Ap. John.” As 
this hymn also occurs in a text that claims the authority of John the 
son of Zebedee, variants of a neo-Bultmannian thesis have been devel 
oped, according to which the origins of Ap. John and its "Pronoi 
hymn lie in the schism that divided the Johannine community.” The 
contributions by Paul-Hubert Poirier and John D. Turner deal with 
Trim. Prot. and Ap. John, respectively. 

‘Whatever the relationship between the Gospel and the Apocryphon 
of John, a sure sign of an early adoption of the Fourth Gospel is found 
in the Valentinian schoo!—although Valentinians are today increas- 
ingly dropped from the already problematic category of “Gnosticism.” 
Ptolemaeus put John's prologue to an anti-Marcionite use in his Letter 





Secale 1974, 7TM Secale J ЕН 

э Ap. John exits in four Coptic copie froma the Nag Hammadi and Berlin codices 
two copie ac represented bythe stead shor emn (NHC TI, #5023) 
tnd two by the oig one (NHÈ ILI NHC I1) In addition, renacus Knew an appar 
Emly diferent кеніш which he quotes in Adr. hacr. 129 

P GET Turner 200 127-153, 214-220; and Perkins 2005, 268. 

» Tardieu (1934,10, 37-39) suggests that AP. John war a product of the schismatic 
“wing of the Johannine omy.) Turner Qi ER and he чы n the 
cnt volume) proposes, by essentially combining the hypotheses of ulimann an 
En, thatthe Johanine cenit ied t гды C шшс ahan боон 
in the middle ofthe second century, which then ed 1o the production of Ap. John 
Fasimus (2005) argues that the Gospel and he Apocryphon hae undergone connected 
and parale! literary developments, and stem rom the crs group and some of the 
‘chilis, respectively. The сауа by Hakola, Czachesz and Turner in this volume 
Point to the etd to pay mew aitention to the questions concerning the nature of the 
Johannine schism an the relationship af some f the scams t early Gnosticism 

and be Acts of Job. 

"Layton (1987) considers Valentinianism as a reformation of Classic Gnosticism; 
мадад (1992 2000) denies that Valentinus and Placas were Goss or even 
proper Valcuinans and Dunderberg (2008, 1-31) wishes te place Valentiniani 
ond Gnosticism,” as the ше of his book indicates 
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to Flora, and either he ог his students wrote а commentary оп the pro- 
logue. Heracleon then wrote a commentary on the gospel itself. These 
Valentinian authors are a key component in any study of the early 
reception of the Fourth Gospel, as Ptolemaeus is perhaps the earliest 
known author to have considered it apostolic, and Heracleon may well 
be the earliest author to have written a full-scale commentary on a text 
that was to be included in the New Testament canon. The essays by 
Tuomas Rasimus and Einar Thomassen discuss the Valentinian use of 
the Gospel of John. 

‘There is an additional important early document that shows signs 
of a use of the Fourth Gospel, and which has affinities with both 
Sethian Gnosticism (represented by Ap. John and Trim. Prot.) and 
Valentinianism: Eugnostos the Blessed. This text, which is known in 
two versions and several readaptations," makes heavy use of Jewish 
Wisdom speculations, and its earliest compositional stages may take 
us back to the approximate time of the composition of the Fourth 
Gospel. Anne Pasquier investigates the influence of John's Gospel in 
the course of the textual history of Eugnostos. 

Тһе attentive reader will have noticed by now that much of the dis- 
cussion has revolved around Gnostic and other so-called heterodox 
evidence. Тһе old paradigm has indeed been that it was such groups 
that first and foremost used the Johannine gospel in the second cen- 
tury, while the catholic authors avoided it. But this is a distorted pic- 
ture. First, it relies on the division between orthodoxy and heresy 
that did not yet clearly exist in the second century—although because 
much of the scholarship on the early reception of the Fourth Gospel 
has built on this framework, it may be useful not to discard it here 
completely, keeping in mind, however, that such a division is an arti- 
ficial one. Second, there are signs that the “catholic” authors also knew 
and used the Fourth Gospel in the first half of the second century. In 
fact, most scholars agree that the works of Ignatius and Justin Martyr, 
among others, do contain parallels to the Fourth Gospel.” Opinion 








5 Eugnostos itself is represented by two Coptic copies in the Nag Hammadi library 
(115: V1). In addition, much of the text has been incorporated into the Sophia of Jesus 
Christ, а document known from the Nag Hammadi library (ША), the Berlin Codex 
(BG 8302,3), as well as from the Oxyrhynchus Рару (1081). Fugnostos probably also 
lies behind the so-called “Valentinian letter” known to Epiphanius (Pan. 31.4.11-6.10) 
and Irenaeus refutation of Valentinian views of the Brst з in Adv. haer. 
213.1-2. On the relationship between Eugnostos and Ap. Jolin, sce Rasimus 2009. 

See, ең, Sanders 1943, 28: Hiller 1966, 66: Nagel 2000; and Hill 2004. 
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is divided, however, when it comes to interpreting these parallels. 
‘Those who demand a clear quotation formula or the like, are forced 
to conclude that since these are not forthcoming in this early catho- 
lic evidence, there was no early catholic use of John.” The parallels 
are then explained as going back to an oral tradition that was still 
alive in the first part of the second century—an oral tradition that also 
lies behind John." However, once a freer use of a written text (refer- 
ence, allusion, paraphrase, combination of verses, etc.) is allowed— 
Keeping in mind especially that people in the ancient world did not 
always cite accurately or provide references” —a different picture starts 
to emerge. Charles E. Hill explores not only the different ways early 
Christian authors may have quoted/used texts (especially, of course, 
the Fourth Gospel), but also detects clear signs of a positive and early 
use of John in the following pre-Irenaean sources, treated in a roughly 
reverse chronological order: the Epistle of Vienne and Lyons, certain 
Christians known to Celsus, Justin Martyr, the Epistula Apostolorum, 
Polycarp, Aristides of Athens, Ignatius and Papias. 

Apart from Justin Martyr, his famous student Tatian also used the 
Fourth Gospel in his harmony of the gospels, the Diatessaron. The cru- 
cial role Tatian gives to the Fourth Gospel in his work speaks, among 
other things, for an already established reception of the Fourth Gospel, 
although its significance is often downplayed in scholarship.” Nicholas 
Perrin explores Tatian's use of John in the Diatessaron, and proposes 
that not only did Tatian give John a hermeneutically privileged posi- 
tion among the gospels, but that Tatian's use of it predates his “lapse 
into heresy,” and rather derives from Justin's church in Rome, 

Тһе positive reception of John in Irenaeus, of course, is clear," but 
the nuances of Irenaeus’ use of this gospel have not always been appre- 
ciated. Bernhard Mutschler's essay—which essentially summarizes the 
author's two previous books in German—offers a lucid picture of how 
Irenaeus was a specifically Johannine theologian, and how he also 
mined earlier traditions about John to support his own anti-heterodox 
use of this gospel. 





© Hillmer 1966, 6 

> Sce, eg, Hillmer 1966, 5-27; and especially Koester 1980, 251ff; Koester 1990, 
244-271; Koester 2000, 182-204; cf. Koester 1957 

7 Sce now Inowlocki 2006, e.g, 398. 

© See Hillmer 1966, 51-85: Brown 1979, 148; but also Hill 2004, 29M. 

See, eg, Adv. haer. 2225311334 511-2; 3117-9582. 
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Irenaeus’ additional use of Revelation and especially his advoca- 
tion of its chiliasm caused later authors, such as Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
3.39.12-13), to question his sanity and mental abilities. In the sec- 
ond century, however, chiliastic views were not generally considered 
heretical and they were, in fact, quite common. Papias and Justin 
Martyr had also been chiliasts;? and so were the adherents of the 
“New Prophecy,” a movement later known as Montanism—whose 
most famous member in the west was to be Tertullian. The role of the 
apparently Johannine concepts of the "Paraclete" in the movement's 
spirituality, and "New Jerusalem" in its eschatology," especially in the 
early evidence, are discussed by Turid Karlsen Seim. 

‘The Gospel of John has also left darker traces behind, since its 
picture of the Jews as the “children of the devil” (8:44) has directly 
contributed to Christian anti-Semitism over the centuries.“ Whatever 
the evangelist’s intentions were in using such language,” it had unex- 
pectedly horrific consequences for the centuries to come—alongside 
verses such as Matt 27:25. For this aspect of John’s legacy, the reader 
is encouraged to consult the recent works by Bieringer et al., Hakola 
and Reinhartz, among others." Other gaps could have been filled in 
the composition of this book. Tertullian and Clement, for example, 
е not treated here more than in passing, but as the crucial ques 
tion concerns the Fourth Gospel's fortunes in the pre-Irenaean era, 
seemed justified to leave these two authors out. Overall, however, it is 
hoped that this volume offers an approachable, fresh, comprehensive 
and up-to-date view of the second-century reception of John's Gospel, 











© See Hill 1992. 

© On this question, see slo Heine 1957-1988; Trevett 1996, eg, Ый: and 

jen 2003 

See especially the essays in Bieringer et al. 2001. 

^ Reinhartz (1998; 2001) and Hakola (2005, 16-22) have recently challenged the 
prevailing view that the Johannine community was engaged in a hostile conflict with 
{he synagogue, leading to the explosion and kiling of Johannine Christians— which 
would then be reflected in the harsh language of John 8:44. This prevailing view ie 
based especialy оп a thesis according 10 which the Fourth Gospel speaks simul- 
taneously about the lives of Jesus and the Johannine community (Martyn 1979, 
GrH Brown 1979, 40-43: Renaberger 1988, 2: Keener 2003, 194). According 
to Reinhart, the Fourth Gospel may well reflect an exaggerated picture of the split 
between the Johannine and Jewish communities, telling us more about the evangelist 
God бе community dein and xcs soteriology than about te aa 
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їп a situation where new understandings about various forms of early 
Christianity and its multiformity have started to emerge. 


‘This book could not have seen the light of day without help from several 
individuals. Thanks are due, first of all, to each one of the contributors 
to this volume for their time and expertise. Second, they are due to 
Liesbeth Kanis, Acquisitions Editor at Brill Academic Publishers, for her 
instrumental role in initiating this project. Gratitude is also extended 
to Mr. Ivo Romein, Ms. Mattie Kuiper and Ms. Gera van Bedaf, Editors 
at Brill for their encouragement and help in preparing the manuscript 
for publication. Professors Margaret Mitchell and David Moessner read 
the manuscript and made helpful comments that improved the quality 
of the volume. Moreover, Margot Stout Whiting and Robert Whiting 
offered valuable help in improving the English of some of the non- 
English-speaking contributors. Last, but not least, thanks are due to 
Risto Auvinen, Ismo Dunderberg, Matti Myllykoski, Louis Painchaud 
and Päivi Vähäkangas for all their comments and help. 
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THE JOHANNINE TRADITION IN 1, 2 AND 3 JOHN 
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The three writings known as the First, Second and Third Epistles of 
John are related to the Gospel of John in a distinctive way. Scholars 
have become more and more skeptical about the common apostolic 
authorship of these writings, but the gospel and the epistles are still 
universally grouped together and regarded, if not as written by a single 
hand, then as produced in a common school of thought or community 
which explains the affinities between them.’ It is undecided whether 
it is legitimate to speak about the legacy or reception of the Fourth 
Gospel in the Johannine epistles at all. There is no agreement among 
scholars about the sequence in which the gospel and the epistles were 
written. The question is all the more complicated if we reckon that the 
gospel itself was composed in different stages. In this case, it could be 
argued that an early version of the gospel predates the epistles which 
are, however, contemporary or prior to the final redaction of the gospel 
(especially John 21 and possibly also John 15-17). 

In this essay, I do not intend to ultimately settle the question con- 
cerning the sequence in which the gospel and the epistles were written, 
1п my opinion, there is no solid evidence for the view that the epistles 
predate the gospel, but, for the reasons detailed in the course of this 
essay, I think we should also be cautious in reading the epistles with a 
preconception that they presuppose and build upon the finished ver- 
sion of the gospel.’ Instead of postulating a direct literary relationship 








TI is disputed how closely—or if at all—the Book of Revelation is related to the 
Johannine corpus. For а detailed discussion of the question, see Frey 1993, 326-429. 
Because of its remoteness from other writings regarded as Johannine, Revclation has 
had tc f any — significance in recent reconstructions of the history of Johannine 

" Likewise, one needs to be cautious in assessing the sequence among the three 
epistles, not least because of the brevity of 2 and 3 John For е difcilies in faing a 
ағ sequence among the epistles, see R.E. Brown, 1982, 30-32. Brown thinks that 1 
and 2 John were written about the same time, while 3 Joha comes арау after these, 
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between these writings, I explore how ideas similar to those found in 
the gospel were received and developed in the Johannine epistles. 1 
will first list the most important of the similarities and then discuss 
the main differences between the gospel and the epistles. I suggest that 
these similarities and differences are best understood if we take the 
gospel and the epistles as independent witnesses of the shared tradition 
that is developed in different ways in different contexts. The following, 
discussion quite obviously focuses on the Gospel of John and 1 John 
because 2 and 3 John are so brief that they do not provide much mate- 
rial for the discussion. I finally discuss the theories concerning the 
‘opponents in 1 John because these theories have played an important 
role in how the relationship between the gospel and the epistles has 
been understood, I also suggest that insights from the Social Identity 
Perspective could prove helpful in explaining the function of the por- 
trait of the opponents in 1 John and the function and role of John’s 
legacy as it was developed in the epistles. 


1. SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE GOSPEL AND THE EPISTLES 


Not only are most of the themes that are discussed in the epistles pres- 
ent in the gospel but also the ways of expressing these themes are often 
similar, A detailed comparison of the vocabulary, grammar, syntax and 
idioms has revealed that the style of the longest of the epistles, 1 John, 
has а general similarity to the style of the gospel but this comparison 


Eren боң we cannot be vue whether i was о chronologically the last one. Brown 
acide fal "he re fannie epis wee coped abe hewn ine ard 
salt vil raison ofthe sum prolem trough бе Johannine churches” 
{СЭ C alo es tat tig to Lias 2 Joh ot cy Шашу 
[pendant on 1 John and may aiso draw sa 3 Jon which represents the form of a 
кшк leter mare shea. a be flowing, I ve oper the neal oder of 
T epist thnk iae summe that the pies were rien apres и 
the sn б sad бш they ай bear wes o Sina ype of development of oe 
Johannine tradito. It i dicli 4 ot тарона to ea cea daie and ісік 
Tar the competion of ерде 2 ho 10 and ohn 910 em o presuppose 
3 situation of various, рлы rather small groups arranged around individual 
households, a situation diso wel own rom oli Christian sources c White 1990, 
107-110. On the basis of the external evidence, the epistles are most commonly 
placed in Asia Minor, especially in Ephesus, and dated io about 100-110 CE. Fora 
inn sce RE Brown 192. 100-103. 

үе included reference to 2 and 3 John whenever they are relevant. N should 
be noted, however, ihat йите are ао difrences among the epistles Ol, €8. Lieu 
1986, 213-221 
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also reveals some subtle differences between these two writings The 
matters of style, however, are not enough to settle the question concern- 
ing the relationship between the gospel and the epistles because, if these 
writings stem from a common circle or community, we must entertain 
the possibility that this circle used a distinctive sociolect characteristic 
not only of a single author but of different members of the circle 

The theological terminology common and, for the most part, dis- 
tinctive to the gospel and to the epistles provides a more convenient 
point of departure for a comparison of these writings. In what fol- 
lows, I list the most important of these common expressions and then 
proceed to evaluate what they say about the relationship between the 
gospel and the epistles. 











‘The Expression “The Gospel 
1 the beginning, John 11 
the word (bros) In the beginning was 


inning, what we the Word 
юн John it 

life have seen with our in him was life, and 
eyes, what we have the life was the light 
looked at and touched оѓ all people 


with our hands, i 
we have seen and concerning the word Ме have seen his 
testify of life—this life was — glory 


revealed, and we have 34 

seen it and testify to it We speak of what we 
know and testify to 
what we have seen 





ie eco stint 
oo ecb a 
REED 
HOT UT ARTI S 
= pde 

QUII ILC meia 
VE a 
Ed UT ист еле ETUR 
oa comer eee 
MU TD ee rede а 
ee ae 
Ее eet ie ny 
fares and ferences Ап asterisk (°) denotes an expresion that i distinctive in he. 
ter Быр аа аула ысы 
pur Lt алла сес 
сс 
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(cont) 
"The Expression "The Epistles "The Gospel 
pus T John 1:5 John 8:12; 9:5; 12:46 
God is light Tam the light of the 
world 
2b * light shines (фи) 1 John 2:8 John 15 
2с t the true light (rò gô; 1 John 2:8 John 19 
b infir) 
24 light vs. darkness. 1 John 1:6-7: 28-11 John 1:5; 3:19-20; 
8:12; 119-10; 
123546 
2e * walk (каралай) in 1 John 1:6-7; Z11 John 8:12; 
the light/darkness (walk during the 
day); 11:10 (walk at 
night); 1235 
3a * do truth John 321 
ЗЬ truth being/abiding in 4: John 8:44 
a person 
Зе * know (nivdaxew/ 2John1 John 8:32 
чёб) the truth 
34 * be of (ix) the truth 1 John 2:21; М9 John 18:37 
Зе * the Spirit of truth 1 John 4:6 John 1417; 1526; 
1613 
4 "know (умбокау) һе 1 John 5:20 John 173 
true one/the only true know the true one; (cf. also 7:28) 
God Jesus is the true God — know the only true 


sa 


3b 


ж 


м 


* be from (elvan ix) 


God 


* be born from (ix) 
God 

* be from (elvan ix) 
the devil 


* be from (cives ix) 
the world 


1 John 3:10; 412346 
5:19, 3 John 11; cf. 

1 John 3:16: be from 
the father 

1 John 229; 39; 
51418 

1 John 3:8: cf. 1 John. 
3:12: be from the evil 


1 John 2:16; 45 


God 
John 847 


John 1:13 


John 8:4 ("You are 
from your father, 
the devil”) 
John 823; 15:19 
171416 1836 
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“The Epistles "The Gospel 
ба * conquer (аказ) the 1 John 54-5 John 1633 
world 
Gb. * the world hates 1 John 3:13 John 77; 15:18 
(шөгу) you 
Gc the world didnot 1 John 3:1 John 1725 
know God. 
7a tabide(gévew)in 1 John 262728: 3624; 15467 
Jesus/God 413-16 
7b * God/fesus abides in a 1 John 3:24; 4:12-16 John 6:36; 15:5 
believer 
7c * word of God abides 1 John 2:14 John 5:38 
in you 
3 chidren(pLiixww) 1 John 3124052: John 1:12; 11:52 
of God 
9a keep (тпру) Jesus 1 John 23-5; 3:2224; John 8:51-52,55 
Gods wordsicom- 53 14152123- 
 mandments 151020, 176 
9b * new commandment 1 John 27.8: 2 John 5 John 13:34 
(хоћу кабу) 
9c * commandment to 1 John 323;42 һа 1334; 15:1217 
love one another 2 John 5; cf. also 
1 John 3:11: the 
message (ierra) 
that we should love 
‘one another. 
9d * to love Jesus/God is 1 John 5:2-3;2 John 6 John 1411521; 15:10 
to keep his command- 
ments 
10 whatever we/you ask, 1 John 3:22; 5:14-15 — John 1413.14; 
welyou receive 15716 16:23, 
11 *lay down one’ life 1 John 3:16 John 1011154718 
for (sinus wv 1337 
ӛлір) others 
12 * Jesus takes (aipew) 1 John 3:5 John 1:29 
away sins 
13 * has passed 1 John 3:14 John 5:24 


(uetaaiver) from 
death to Ме 
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(cont) 
"Ihe Expression "Ihe Epistles “The Gospel 

14 stay forever (днз eig 1 John 2:17 John 8:35; 1234 
чёт aida) 


15 по опе has ever seen 1 John 4:12 (cf. 1 John John 1:18 
God 420) 


16 * we have known and 1 John 4:16 John 669 (have 
believed (Ervdxanev believed and known) 
кой remoter) 

17 * water and blood 1 John 55-8 John 1934 

18 * joy fulfilled 1 John 14:2 John 12 John 16:24; 17:13; cf. 

also 3:29; 15:11 

19 the purpose of writing 1 John 513 John 20:30 





With some exceptions, the similarities presented in the list above are 
unique to the Gospel of John and 1, 2 and 3 John. It is not just a ques- 
tion of similarity of language but in many cases, the idioms betray a 
common and tive view of the world. The language of light and. 
darkness (2a-e) is a characteristic of a dualistic worldview which sees 
the world divided into the realms of light and darkness. The world is 
described as a hostile sphere that has not known God (6c) and hates 
God, his Son and the believers (6b). Only those who are born of God 
and believe that Jesus is the Son of God can conquer the world (6a). 
‘They know the truth (3c) and the true God (4), keep God's or Jesus’ 
commandments and love one another (9a-d) and have passed from 
death to life (13). The close relationship between God, his Son and the 
believers is expressed in terms of mutual indwelling (7a-c). The dual- 
istic nature of the worldview common to the gospel and the epistles is 
best captured in the use of the preposition éx to denote the dichotomy 
between those who belong to Gods realm and those who do not, a 
unique usage in the New Testament (3d, 5a-d). 

Given the similarities not only in the fundamental theological ter- 
minology but also in the worldview, it is no surprise that, from early 
оп, especially 1 John and, to a lesser degree, 2 and 3 John, came to be 
seen in close relationship with the Fourth Gospel. In the early church, 
this relationship was explained in a tradition that ascribed the gos- 
pel and the epistles to the apostle John. There already appear possible 
echoes of the Johannine epistles in works of several second-century 
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writers but these writers do not identify the source they are using? 
Тһе first explicit and undisputed citation of the epistles comes from 
Irenaeus who quotes both 1 John and 2 John but possibly thinks that 
his quotations stem from the same letter which he assigns to John, 
the disciple of Jesus (Adv. haer. 1.16.3: 3.16.5: 3168)” Like Irenaeus, 
several subsequent writers cite both 1 John and 2 John but show no 
knowledge of 3 John. It is revealing that the first attestation of the exis- 
tence of 3 John refers to the disputed position of 2 and 3 John among 
Christian writers? The position of 2 and 3 John remained disputed 
especially in Syrian churches where they, along with 2 Peter and Jude, 
were translated into Syriac only in the sixth century.” 

Тһе doubts concerning the authenticity of 2 and 3 John notwith- 
standing, the prevailing view was that the gospel and the epistles were 
written by a single author who was identified as Jesus’ disciple. In 
modern scholarship, the common authorship of the gospel and the 
epistles is still supported by some scholars who ascribe these writings 
either to the apostle John or to the presbyter mentioned in 2 and 3 
John (2 John 1; 3 John 1)/! However, the majority of scholars nowa- 
days think that the gospel and the epistles were not written by a single 
hand." The reason for this is that despite the similarities in the style 
and in theology, there are also marked differences which suggest that 











sible echoes of the Johannine ерме prior 175 CE, sce КЕ. Brown 
1982, 6-9" CE alo the table collected by Hil 2004, 430. The most important parallel to 
the epistles is їп Pol. Phil. 7:1: “For every one who shall mot confess that Jesus Christ 
Ice in eb, i antichrist” There voie py lode t 2 Jobn 7 and to 
1 John 42-3 the appearance of the phrase х tot Satay in the same connection 
(d ota 38) and е enc, Leu tura back athe word which wan delivered 
to us from the beginning” (c. 1 Joba 27, 24; 5:15 2 John 5) in Pol. Phil 7: 

the likelihood of this allusion. CF Hil 2004, 418-419, 

See KE Brown 1982, 910; НШ 2004, ЭЭ: Lieu 2008s, 2, 26. 

* According to Eusebius (Hist есі 62510), Origen said that John was the author 
ofthe Gospel Apocalypse, and an Epistle and then added “there may also be a second 
tn third but tall мү they are рве 

"RUE. Brown 1982, 12; Leu 2008, 27. 

^ "he apostolic authorship of the gospel and the epistles is defended, for example, 
bythe following scholars TB. Lightfoot A Schlatter, T Zaha, B.F. Ваа W. Michal 
A. Wikenhauser, G. Maier, 1- Morris and B. Schwank. The presbyter-hypothesi 
Меропа by A; Hammack, Вовна. Hcl, RH, Chey BH Set, 

E Kisemann, W.G. Kümmel, E. Rockstubl and M. Hengel Sce Kim 2001, 4-80, 
309-310. 

^ The following scholars postulate two different authors for the gospel and the 
epistles: Н. Windisch, CH. Dodd, R. Schnackenburg, CK. Barrett, KE. Brown, 
F Zumstein, Hol Кш and Р.М. Smith. Furthermore, many scholars think that the 
gospel and the epistles were written by at eat three dierent writers: R. Bultmann, 








increases 
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the gospel and the epistles have emerged in different situations and 
represent two different renderings of the shared tradition. 


2. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE GOSPEL AND THE EPISTLES 


The most obvious difference is that the gospel centers around the conflict 
between Jesus and “the Jews; while there is no sign of this conflict in 
the epistles.” The word ‘lovdaior that appears in the gospel seventy- 
опе times is not used at all in 1, 2 and 3 John. While the gospel deals 
extensively with such central aspects of Jewish identity as the temple 
and worship (John 2:13-22; 4:20-24), the Sabbath and circumcision 
(5:1-18; 7:19-24), the revelation at Sinai, Moses and the law (537-47; 
6:26-59) and Abraham (8:31-59), these topics do not appear at all in the 
epistles where the objects of the attack are those who, from the writers 
perspective, have left the community and deny that Jesus is the Christ 
(1 John 2:18-22; 1 John 4:2-3; 2 John 7). This clearly indicates that 
the main concerns are quite different in the gospel and in the epistles. 
‘The former seeks to clarify and maintain the identity of the believers 
in relation to “the Jews” and Judaism whereas the latter addresses а 
community that has experienced an internal division. 

In addition to dissimilarity in the main focus of writing, there are 
more subtle differences between the gospel and the epistles. Together 
with the gospel, the epistles present Jesus as the Son of God who has 
been sent to the world (1 John 4:9-10,14) and repeatedly use fixed lan- 
guage when speaking of the Father and the Son (1 John 1:3; 222-24; 
4:14; 2 John 9). However, the division of labor between the Father and 














Н. Conzelmann, E. Haenchen, E. Lohse, P. Vielhauer, К. Wengst, G. Strecker, U. 
Schnell, K. Berger and М. Labahn. Sce Kim 2001, 310, 

"The conflict with “the Jews” in the gospel is quite commonly understood to 
reflect an allegedly bitter and violent conflict between the Johannine community and 
the post 70 CE emergent rabbinic Judaism, However, the external evidence for this 
kind of conflict is meager, which suggests that the scholarly consensus needs to be 
reconsidered. See Reinhartz 2001, 37-53; Hakola 2005, 41-46; Hakola and Reinhartz 
2007, 131-147. 

"The lack of terminology related to the scriptures (урой, indgew, чорос, sce 
below) in the epistles reflects this difference. 

25 "There may also be some hints of an internal division among believers in the gos- 
pel (John 666; 8:30-31). These passages may refer to a group of believers who con 
‘ed to interact with other Jews and found the practice of basic matters of Jewishness 
still attractive, which aroused their fierce denunciation by the evangelist. See Hakola 
2007a, 192-157. 
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the Son is slightly different. Many of those images that are used of 
Jesus in the gospel have God as their focus in the epistles. In the gos- 
pel, Jesus is presented as the light of the world (John 8:12; 9:5; 12:46; 
cf. also 1:5) but in 1 John 1:5, it is God who is light. In the gospel, it is 
exclusively Jesus who abides (uéveıv) in the believers or the believers 
in Jesus (John 6:56; 15:4-7)," while 1 John 3:24 and 4:15 speak of the 
mutual abiding between God and those who believe.” Furthermore, 
the epistles lack the idea of the mutual indwelling of the Father and 
the Son that forms a foundation for the indwelling of the believers in 
God in the gospel (John 14:10-11,20; 1721). Judith Lieu is right in 
concluding that the language of indwelling is "both more structured 
and more restrained” in the gospel than in 1 John which “does not 
exhibit the discipline of the Gospel. 

In the gospel, the knowledge of God is transmitted exclusively through 
Jesus (John 14:7) but 1 John 4:6-8 allows that everyone who loves God 
knows God. In the gospel, Jesus’ love is presented as a prototype for the 
‘mutual love of the disciples (13:34; 15:12); this model appears in 1 John 
3:16 but, in addition to this, God is described as love and his love as a 
model to be imitated (1 John 4:7-11). In the gospel, Jesus repeatedly says 
to his disciples that to Iove him is to keep his commandments (14:15,21; 
15:10); in the epistles, the same kind of language is used to underscore 
that to love God is to keep his commandments (1 John 5:2-3; 2 John 6). 
In the gospel, Jesus promises that he (14:13-14) or the Father (15716; 
16:23) will do whatever his disciples ask in his name. The same kind 
of promise appears in 1 John without the mention that prayers should 
be said in Jesus’ name. Those who obey God's commandments and do 
what pleases him (1 John 3:22) and who ask anything according to his 
will (5:14-15), receive whatever they ask. 

At some points, ideas that are said of Jesus in the gospel are presented 
as characteristics of all those who believe. 1 John 54-5 states that 














* СТ, however, John 14:25: “Those who love me will keep my word, and my Father 
will love them, and we will come to them and make our home (noviy nomgóneða) 
with them.” This verse probably presents a Johannine reinterpretation (cf. 14:2) of 
traditional apocalyptic imagery. See, eg., Lincoln 2005, 389, 396. 

CE. Rensberger (1997, 107) who remarks that “the abiding of God directly in 
Christians and they in God goes beyond anything that is said in the Gospel of John." 
1 John repeatedly uses the vague “abide in him” which means that it is often unclear 
whether God or Jesus is intended (cf. 26, 27-28; 3). This vagueness is typical of the 
epistles (see below). 

"СЕ Lieu 2008, 73. 
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“whatever is born of God” or “our faith” or “the one who believes that 
Jesus is the Son of God” conquers the world:" in the gospel, it is Jesus 
who has conquered the world (16:33). According to 1 John 2:17, the one 
who does the will of God stays forever (éve: сі tbv айда), while, in 
the gospel. it is the Son (John 8:35) or the Messiah (12:34) who stays 
forever. The idea that no one has ever seen God is used Christologically 
in John 1:18 to set up the idea that the only Son has made God known.” 
In 1 John 4:12, the phrase "no one has ever seen God” paves the way 
for the conclusion that “if we love one another, God lives in us, and his 
love is perfected in us.” A similar kind of difference can be found with 
the use of the expression “to pass from life to death” In John 5:24, the 
phrase is closely linked to Jesus who promises that “anyone who hears 
my word... has passed (ueraféfnxev) from death to life” In 1 John 3:14, 
the phrase is linked to the mutual love of the believers: “We know that 
ме have passed (истаберйкагсу) from death to life because we love one 
another? It seems that the central role played by Jesus in the gospel is, 
at least partly, absorbed into the idea of community in 1 John. 

We have seen that many parallels between the epistles and the gos- 
pel betray, at a closer inspection, nuanced differences which show that 
it is not enough to list parallel expressions without detailing their use. 
‘The differences in how Jesus’ role in relation to God is portrayed gain 
more significance because many of the theologically laden terms that 
are used in the gospel do not appear at all in the epistles? avaBatvew 
(16, 5*), катафабус (17, 9°), dvo and čvaðev (8, 5%), орам (19), 
фуобу (5), 845 (18), бо54о (23), xpiverv (19), крїөз; (11)? аббау 
(6), лолу (10), dviorévan (8). dváctams (4), Coororeiv (3), 
чїрйуп (3), бүліну (4), траф (12). ypágeiw (10 with reference to the 
scriptures) and vóuos (14). It is especially noteworthy that the basic 
elements of the high Christology which is quite commonly seen as dis- 
tinctive to the gospel do not appear in the epistles. In the gospel, Jesus’ 


7 According to 1 John 4:4, “you are from God, and have conquered them,” which 
refers to the spirit of the antichrist mentioned in 43. 

= For the following comparisons, see North 2001, 24-25. 

5 CE Lieu 1986, 206. 

= For the list of the terms appearing in the gospel but missing from the epistles, 
see Dodd 1937, 139-140; and Liew 1986, 221. In the list that follows, the occurrences 
of the term in ihe gospel are given in parentheses and theologically significant usa 
are marked with an asterisk 0) 

Spions is found once (1 John 4:17) in the expression iv ipa тй; ардақ 
which is not found at all in the gospel 
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mission is described as descending from above or from heaven and as 
ascending to the Father or to heaven. His death is understood as his 
lifting up or as his glorification and the goal of his mission as salvific 
or, alternatively, as bringing judgment. The terminology expressing 
these central Christological beliefs is missing from the epistles that, 
nonetheless, repeatedly stress the importance of the right confession 
of Jesus (1 John 222-23; 4:2-3,15; 2 John 7). Despite this emphasis on 
right confession, it is justified to speak about the theocentricity of the 
epistles in comparison to the gospel. 

Another major difference concerns the eschatological thinking in 
the epistles. One of the characteristics of the gospel is its insistence 
that God has already revealed himself in Jesus in a definitive form, 
‘This conviction does not leave much room for speculation about God's 
final intervention in the future and makes the gospel a good example 
of the so-called realized eschatology. Even though some passages in the 
gospel contain elements of future eschatology, 1 John goes far beyond 
what is said in the gospel. The writer understands that it is the last 
hour (ёву@тп бра) when the antichrist is coming (2:18), he waits for 
а future time when Jesus is revealed and when the believers “will be 
like him" (2:28; 3:2), refers to Jesus’ future coming (napovoia; 2:28) 
ıd urges his readers to have boldness on the day of judgment (èv tij 
Әшір тї; xpicems: 4:17). These ideas are familiar from other, non- 
Johannine, Christian sources but hard to connect with the thought of 
the gospel." 











Е т Let 1991, 78-79, 103, C о Reber 1397, 10. Retr works with the 
hess that the epistles presuppose the gospel and says that, in 1 John, "Jur 
lor between Christine and God ia reduced. Relationship with Jesus and 
Y him are not climinated...but the epistles seem to focus primarily оп 
their resul, the direct relationship between Christians and God. Thi shif in focus 
seems important, but the reason for i is unclear” Rensberger э that the 
author may stress God because the opponents had cast doubt on the role of Jerus ог 
Because he is closer than the gospel t non- Johannine Christianity where the hera. 
chica relationship from God to Jesus” was not emphasized. 

“рога discussion of the eschatology of he gospel, ce К.Е. Brown 2003, 234-248. 
Brown notes that while he was, caer in his commentary on John, "tracied by the 
logic thatthe same person would scarcely have combined the two cichatologir as 
John's Gospel does,” he has come to realize that “a perspective must be sought from 
and in which the diverse eschatology of John as it now stands makes sense. 
tie involving some form of complementarity rather than correction” (p. Me]. 

7. Fora shore ааай comparison withthe same conclusion, sce already Dodd 
1937, 142-14 
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Unlike the gospel (John 14:16,26; 15:26; 16:7), 1 John does not apply 
the term napdxAntos to the Spirit but only to Jesus (1 John 2:1). This 
application is only implied in the gospel where the Spirit is called 
"another Paraclete" (14:16) which suggests that Jesus is understood as 
the first Paraclete. The term “Spirit of truth” appears both in the gospel 
(John 14:16-17; 16:13) and in 1 John 4:6 but the usages are different.” 
In the gospel, there appears only one Spirit called the Spirit, the Holy 
Spirit, the Paraclete or the Spirit of truth and presented in personal 
terms with a function that is tightly connected to Jesus. However, as a 
part of the dualistic framework of 1 John, the Spirit of truth in 1 John 
4:6 has as its opposite the Spirit of error (тд xvcüpa тй; xAdvnç). The 
idea that there are different spiritual beings in the world that act either 
оп the side of God or against God has clear parallels in Jewish apoca- 
lyptic and dualistic thinking. The clearest parallels to the juxtaposition 
of the Spirit of truth and the Spirit of error are found in the doctrine 
of the two spirits in the Qumran Community Rule (1QS 3,7-9) and in 
The Testament of Judah (20:1; сі. also T. Sim. 2:7: T. Jud. 19:4; T. Levi 
3:3). The pattern of thought appearing in these sources forms a much 
closer background to 1 John 4:1-6 than the more refined concept of 
the Spirit-Paraclete found in Jesus’ farewell speeches in the gospel.” 
Тһе above-mentioned differences suggest that, in spite of the com- 
‘mon theological terminology, the theological profiles of the gospel and 
the epistles are different. The ideas in the gospel related to the central 
role of Jesus and high Christology, realized eschatology and the role of 
the Spirit-Paraclete are more structured and distinctive in comparison 
with the epistles whose ideas are, in many cases, more loosely formu- 
lated and akin to other Christian and Jewish sources.” We may add to 





и may be that there are different concepts of the Spirit in the gospel tl. СІ 
Т, Brown OY 261-267 rows conch he fhe tute ur 
feel speeches беа 13-17) i Фанд! rom the concept of he Spit аде 
appearing in the farewell 
PET Leu onto 174 Forth comparison of Job th Ded а Sr see 
also Boismard 1991, 136-165. Boismard even concludes that “the epi is addressed 
to а Christian community whose members 10 a large extent had been Essnes.. If we 
maintain the traditional idea, according to which the Johannine writings received their 
final form at Ephesus, we should be able to conclude that there existed at Ephesus an 

ds between the Johannine erate 
and the Dead Sca Scrolls can be by a common background. See Hakola 
2005, 199-200. 

™ CE Rensberger (1997, 21) who notes that “the use of terms and concepts not 

found in the Fourth Gospel but common elsewhere in сау Christian literature” is a 
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the features that are distinctive to the Fourth Gospel but missing from 
other early Christian sources, including the Johannine epistles, the 
figure of the Beloved Disciple (John 13:23; 19:35; 20:2; 21:7,20). That 
the epistles lack many features that are unique to the gospel must be 
explained in any hypothesis concerning the relationship of the gospel 
and the epistles. These features pose a serious challenge to the theory 
that the epistles were written as a reaction to the misinterpretation of 
the gospel (see below). 


3. COMMON JOHANNINE TRADITION 


‘That the epistles are, at the same time, closely related to and yet different 
from the gospel suggests that these writings represent two different forms 
of the shared tradition. This reinforces the scholarly consensus that sees 
them as emerging from a distinctive circle or community. Certainly, the 
consensus that the gospels in general or the Gospel of John in particular 
emerged in distinctive Christian communities has recently been called 
into question." This criticism may be justified in the sense that many 
earlier studies have taken quite a bold leap from the narrative of the 
gospel to the historical reality behind it." It is also undeniable that the 
Gospel of John, like the epistles, contains several features that appealed 
to a wide range of different Christian communities beyond its local area 
of origin. However, both the evidence concerning the reception of the 
gospels in the early church and various extra-canonical texts suggest that 
it is not anachronistic to think that, just as many other early Christian 
documents, the Johannine writings also reflect, at least to some extent, 
the experiences and needs of that particular community or a cluster of 
communities where they were produced." 





"major pattern” in 1 John. According to Rensberger, this “may represent an effort to 
open the Johannine community up to other forms of developing Christianity. 

7% Most notably, see Bauckham 1998, 9-48. Bauckham claims that all the canonical 
gospels were written for all Christians and not for particular Christian communities 
As Bauckham (2001, 101-114) argues for this thesis in the case of the Fourth Gospel, 
he bypasses almost completely the Johannine ees that support he communi 
hypothesis. 

* For methodological criticism of J.L. Martyn’s (2003) two-level reading of John, 
see Hakola 2005, 18-2 

2; For patristic counter-cvidence for the view that the gospels were written for all 
Christians, see Mitchell 2005, 36-79. For the reevaluation of Bauckham's proposal in 
the light ol extra-canonical Christian texts, see Kazen 2005, 561-578. For earlier criti- 
бізше of Bauckham’s views, see Eder 1998, 235-248; and Sim 2001, 3-27. 
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On purely literary grounds, it is difficult to define the mutual rela- 
tionship of the gospel and the epistles. Those who think that the epis- 
tles presuppose the gospel, often claim that the beginning of 1 John 
(1 John 1:1-4) is modeled after the prologue of the gospel (John 1:1- 
18). However, the beginnings of the gospel and 1 John, even though 
they seem to be surprisingly similar, also show clear differences. The 
gospel begins with the statement, “In the beginning was the Word,” 
(êv ûpxî ñv û Aéyoç) which presents Jesus as the preexistent Word 
that was with God before Creation. It is not clear, however, that the 
phrase “what was from the beginning" ( iiv бя" руй) in the begin- 
ning of 1 John refers to this view. The expression “from the beginning" 
can sometimes be used in 1 John to refer either to God or to Jesus." 
However, the neuter pronoun suggests that the usage in 1 John 
is related to 1 John 2:24: “Let what you heard from the beginning ( 
Якобоате dn’ ару) abide in you." Other passages speak of the com- 
‘mandment that the community has had “from the beginning” (1 John 
2:7: 2 John 5-6) or of the message (érrreAíat; сі. the verb àrayyéhho 
їп 1 John 1:2 and 3) the community has heard “from the beginning" 
(1 John 3:11). Furthermore, the expression "concerning the word of 
life" (лері тоб Aóyov тй; Config) at the end of 1 John 1:1 suggests that 
the term "word" і not used absolutely to refer to God's eternal Word 
as in the gospel but means “word” or "message." In 1 John 1:3, the 
word xoivovia denotes the fellowship of the believers with the Father 
and the Son, a word not found at all in the gospel. These differences 
suggest that 1 John 1:1-4 is not simply a reproduction of John 1:1-18 
but that shared tradition has been developed in different ways in these 
passages.” If we suppose that the prologue of the gospel is reworked 




















7 "Thus RE. Brown 1982, 
* CE 1 John 213 and 
"apis. It is typical of 1 John that й 

refer to God or to Jesus, 
whether lios in 1 John 1:1 is used absolutely or not, sce R.E. 
"Brown supports with good arguments the impersonal meaning 
"Brown notes, in spite of his view that 1 John 1:1 

is writen in imitation of John 1:1-18, that "we cannot totally depend for guidance on 
the use of word in the Gloha Prologue.” 

"^ For more detailed arguments, see Schnelle 1987, 65-67: and Lieu 20088, 37-46. 
‘The likelihood of this scenario is supported by the fact that most scholars a 
to acknowledge that the main bulk of John 1: 
is also often argued that 1 John 5:13 is based on the original ending of the gospel in 
John 20:31. See, eg. Painter 2002, 70-72. It is, however, not clear that the function 
of 1 John 5:13 is similar to John 20:31. 1 John 5:13 is often taken as the conclusion of 
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їп 1 John 1:1-4 we must assume that the writer has deliberately played 
down those parts of the prologue that emphasize the revelation of 
the divine reality as a part of his strategy to counter the claims of his 
opponents." 

Most of the other similarities listed earlier in this essay are common 
themes or idioms that, while clearly indicating the kinship between the 
gospel and the epistles, are used in the epistles irrespective of the tex- 
tual or thematic context in which they appear in the gospel. For exam- 
ple, there appears in 1 John 5:6 the combination of water and blood 
which is found also, in reversed order, in John 19:34. Both these pas- 
sages are well-known cruxes of interpretation, and scholars have not 
reached a definite agreement what these ambiguous references mean. 
Despite the use of the common symbols, the meaning of which was 
probably more obvious to the original audience than to us, the pas- 
sages are different. In 1 John 5:6, Jesus is said “to come by water and 
blood...not with the water only but with the water and the blood," 
while in John 1934, blood and water come out of Jesus’ pierced side. 
According to 1 John 5:6-7, the Spirit is the one who testifies, and the 
testimonies of the Spirit and the water and the blood agree. The theme 
of testimony appears in John 1935 but it is “he who saw this" who 
testifies; elsewhere in the gospel. this figure is identified as the Beloved 
Disciple. The theme of the Spirit appears in the crucifixion scene 
only if the mention, “Then he bowed his head and gave up the spirit,” 
(John 19:30) is taken to refer to Jesus’ giving of the Holy Spirit to his 
followers at the time of his death. Even though common themes appear 
їп both passages, it is by no means self-evident that these themes are 
used in the same way. Rather, as Judith Lieu has concluded, we have 
here another example of “divergence in application and reference of 
shared language and concepts” that is “the main characteristic of the 
relationship" between the Gospel of John and 1 John."* 





the letter as a whole in which case the passage 5:14-21 is a kind of appendix that is 
hacked somewhat ишү De тен of e er. Бы the dana met Seca 

996, 197-200. These verses have been taken as а secondary addition 1 1 John, €g, 
by R. Bultmann, CH. Dodd, P. Vichauer and K. Wenge while Strecker here joins 
RE. Brown, R. Schnackenburg, E. Stegemann, W.G. Kammel and M. de longe in 
defending thee verses as an integral part of 1 John. As Strecker notes, 1 John 5:13 
терсиз many of the key words in the preceding section 54-17 and follows this section 
Seamlessly. There в no кесі to think that this verse is Метегіу dependent on John 
BS CL also Lieu 2008s 20-222. 

7 Thus КЕ. Brown 1982, 180-137. For the problems with this view, see below. 

7 Lieu 2008, 212 
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Some parallels found in the gospel are, on the basis of the internal 
analysis of the gospel. explicable as stemming from the community 
tradition. In John 3:11, there appears, quite surprisingly in the middle 
of the dialogue between Jesus and Nicodemus, a confession in the 
first person plural that is put in Jesus’ mouth: “We speak of what we 
know and testify to what we have seen.” This is quite commonly seen 
as an example of Jesus representing “the perspective of the evangelist 
and his community." We also find elsewhere in the gospel and in 
the epistles similar kinds of "we"-confessions, and they seem to be an 
established part of the Johannine tradition.® Especially the end of the 
confession in John 3:11 (9 бәрйкарғу рартороўреу) comes close to 
the words “we have seen and testify” (apéxapev кой рарторобргу) 
at the beginning of 1 John (1:2). This suggests that not only the "we"- 
form of the passages but also their common terminology stems from 
the shared tradition." 

Тһе postulation of a common tradition used both in the gospel and 
in the epistles may help us to explain some sayings which are not com- 
pletely at home in their present contexts." In 1 John 2:2, Jesus is called 
“the atoning sacrifice for (iñagpòç жері) our sins, and not for ours only 
but also for the sins of the whole world.” What is significant here is the 
idea that Jesus has died for the sins of the whole world. Elsewhere in 
1 John, the salvific effect of Jesus’ mission is usually restricted to “us,” 
that is, the believing community (cf. 1 John 3:1,16; 4:9,16)." In 1 John, 
the dualism of light and darkness is developed more consistently than 
in the gospel, and it is even stated that “the whole world lies under the 








© Lincoln 2005, 152 

* СЕ Lieu 20086, 818: “It is evident that such evocations of ‘our’ experience, par- 
ticularly articulated in frequently anonymous confesional or testimonial formulae, 
were a familiar strategy within the broader Johannine tradition (John 1:14,16; 311; 
669: 21:24; 3 John 12) 

* Another passage where a similar kind of confessional formula in the first person, 
plural appears is Peter's confession in John 669: "We have come to believe and know 
that you are the Holy One of God.” Again, it is significant that the language of the 
confession may reflect а common Johannine formula: an unusual combination “не 
have come to believe and know” (renieteixauey кай Eyvéxauey) is not found else- 
where in John or in the NT but appears, in reversed order, in 1 John 4:16: “We have 
Known and believe (буубканеу sat xexiocróxmaes) the love that God has for us." 

"2 For the following, cf North 2001, 34-35, 

© See especially 1 John 45: "God sent his only Son into the world so that we might 
live "him." This comes close to the idea expressed in john 316 with the excep- 
tion that the world is the abject of God's love and sali intent in the gospel 
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power of the evil one” (1 John 5:19). In light of this, the statement 
in 1 John 22 is surprisingly universal and inclusive." While there are 
no parallels for the use of the term idaoyds in the gospel, the idea 
that Jesus’ sacrifice is for the sins of the world is logically close to the 
testimony of John the Baptist in John 1:29 (cf. also John 1:36): “Here is 
the Lamb of God who takes away (д айра») ће sin of the world!” No 
matter whether this passage is to be understood as a reference to the 
Lord's Suffering Servant (Isa 53) or to the Passover lamb (Exod 12) or 
as a combination of both of these images, the significance of Jesus the 
Lamb of God is described in universal terms. There are further echoes. 
of the Baptist's testimony in 1 John 3:5: "He was revealed to take away 
sins" (бфауерабп, iva тс áuaprías ару). Both the combination of the 
verb айра with sins (only here and in John 1:29 іп the NT) and the 
use of the verb eavepóo for Jesus’ mission (cf. John 1:31) connects this 
verse to the Baptist testimony." It is certainly possible to think that 
the writer of 1 John has derived these ideas and terminology directly 
from John 1:29, but the scattered references found in different parts of 
the writing could be explained, at least as reasonably, by postulating a 
common tradition that is used both in the gospel and in 1 John." This 
hypothesis is also helpful in explaining the appearance of the idea of 
atonement in John 1:29 whereas elsewhere in the gospel, Jesus’ death 
is understood primarily as his lifting up and glorification or as his 
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return to the Father. Another passage in the gospel where Jesus’ death 
is presented in terms of atonement is John 11:51-52 that is formulated 
in a way that is close to 1 John 2:2, which is another link between this 
verse and the gospel. 

These examples of scattered and mostly isolated links do not seem 
to establish a direct literary relationship between the gospel and the 
epistles. The similarities concern brief idioms, fixed linguistic patterns 
and common yet differently shaped theological themes which could 
regularly have been transmitted in catechetical, sermonic or liturgical 
traditions of the community, whether in oral or in written form. It 
is fully plausible, therefore, to explain the coexistent similarities and 
differences between these writings by a common Johannine tradition 
that is developed in a different way in different situations. This conclu- 
sion has been put forward in a number of writings by Judith Liew, and 
it is effectively argued by Wendy Sproston North, who has used this 
hypothesis to explain the formation of the Lazarus story in John 11.” 

Тһе above conclusion does not represent the majority view among 
scholars. Conjectures concerning the mutual relationship of the gospel 
and the epistles are seldom decided on the basis of the assessment of 
parallels and differences. Many scholars are ready to admit that there 
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is little evidence to suggest a direct literary dependence between these 
writings but they still think that the epistles build upon the ideas pre- 
sented in the gospel.” This view is largely based on the reconstructions 
of the schism that is allegedly said to be in the background of the 
epistles, Therefore, we need to take a look at the theories concerning 
the opponents in 1 John in order to get a balanced picture of the way 
the Johannine tradition is developed and received in the epistles. 


4. THE OPPONENTS IN 1 JOHN 


Scholars have become increasingly aware of the problems of the so- 
called mirror-reading that treats polemical texts as mirrors in which we 
can see a clear picture of the people and the arguments under attack." 
Тһе historical situation of the epistles is still quite often inferred from. 
the scattered allusions that are taken to directly represent the think- 
ing of the opponents of the writer (1 John 2:18-22; 1 John 4:2-3; 
2 John 7), This supposed schism is then used to clarify also those passages 
where the writer uses quite general and vague expressions that do not, 
automatically, need to be understood as a response to the claims of his 
opponents." The circularity of this reasoning is obvious, and, therefore, 








З CI КЕ. Brown 1982, 33. Brown admits that “по passage in any of the of Epistles 

а direct or certain quotation fom Glohn а пиру fact if 1 John was writen 
ther Gjohn in his detaled exegesis, however, Brown hen assumes the knowledge. 
of the қора by the writer of I John. For a justihed criticism of Brown's view, эсе 
eth Sah ил А жел Mee 

° For he problems of mirror reading, see Barclay 1997, 73-93. Even though Br 
concentrates especially on Pauls epis to the Galatians, he problems identifed by 
т are also highly rekvant for the interpretation of 1 John. I has been too asy "o 
Jung сөгіле бош wht the conversation abot and, once we have an les 

ed in our minds, we misinterpret ай 1he rest of the conversation” (p. 74). Ban 
Venir as peril прата pl sno sch when sch base ta 
interpretations on some slated individual passages overintrpretation when every 

nent in a writing is taken as a rebuttal of the Counter-argument of the 
is, mishandling of polemics when scholars ignore Bow the opponents might have 
Understood the disagreements, and fetching ont particular words and phrases that are 
taken as direct echoes of the opponents vocabulary and then а whole thesis is hung 
Топ those flimsy pegs” For the problems in the study of antagonist in carly Chri 
sources, see also Thurén 2008, 79-93. In what follows, give some examples o 
these problems have surfaced in the research of John 

for this kindof procedure, sec КЕ Brown 1982, 762-765; Painter 1986, 49-71: 
and Painter 2002, 8-93, For example, some statements concerning sin (eg. | John 
1621-32-10 are quite often taken to represent the thinking of the opponents. For 
the problems ofthis view, же Dunderberg 2008. ар 
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we should be cautious in reading the antithetical language in the epistles 
as a direct reflection of realit 

The majority of scholars think that the alleged schism reflected in 
the epistles deals with the right interpretation of the Johannine tradi- 
tion as it is encapsulated in the gospel." It is assumed that the oppo- 
nents interpreted some elements found in the gospel in a way that was 
unacceptable to the writer of 1 John who offered what he regarded 
as the true interpretation of the legacy of the gospel The schism is 
often understood in Christological terms and said to concentrate on 
the meaning of Jesus’ earthly life because in 1 John 4:2 itis stated that 
“every spirit that confesses Jesus Christ having come in the flesh is 
from God" (cf. also 2 John 7). Тһе use of the perfect in the expression 
iv oupxi Әллдлбӛга seems to refer not only to the moment of Jesus’ 
incarnation (cf. the aorist used in John 1:14) but to Jesus’ completed 
coming and the resulting remaining in the flesh." 1 John 4:2 is often 
connected to the interpretation of 1 John 5:6-8 (“This is the one who 
came by water and blood, Jesus Christ, not with the water only but 
with the water and the blood.") where the word "blood" is taken to 
refer to Jesus’ death. The combined interpretations of 1 John 4:2 and 
56-8 are then compared to some early Christian writings that polemi- 
cize against those who deny that Jesus truly suffered and that are cus- 
tomarily defined as representing some sort of docetism." It is claimed 











27 For an alternative view that takes the gospel as a response to the schism men- 
tioned in the eps, se Strecker 1988, 42; Shc 1987, 249- 238; and Talbert 2003, 
©з. These scholars think that the gospel was directed, at кам tn part, against the 
зый» denied as оса in 1 тарар is not evident, however, whether we 
ln Bd in бе gospel, if t e read in # owen right and not în ight tr theological 
ано expli doce or an ісі language For a discusion see Becker 1991, 
Sm Reser 08, 126.131, Becker cometh tne question of Sct dost 
Sot emerge in the gospel but belongs o а later stage in the history of the Johannine 
Comunity reflects! ih the apiales Forte role finding ci ant cee 
polemic even în the epistles, see blow 

M This view is argued most conan by RE Brown (1982, 69-116) even though 
ts basic elements have bern peste befor For a similar view with slighi variations, 

unir 1986, 1849 Paster 2002, 16-1 Klauck 1991, 3-42: de Ber 1991, 330° 
332; Remberget 1997, 20-25 Culpepper 1998, 48-61; and Ehrman 2006, 242-343. 

= For example, see Talbert 25 Ж. 

~ CE Ehrman 2008, 238-244 Ehrman says that ts not helpful to call the oppo- 
nents in 1 Jo simply doccice because йите were several quite dine varieties of 
sce in early Christianity. The Arst, represented by Bases, claimed that Christ 
only appeared to suffer because someone cae was croci in his place (Irenaeus, 
Айк haer. 1243-4). The second, represented by Сейтш, thought that Jesus and 
the Christ were actually separate cas (renee, Adv haet. 1281). The third form 
appears inthe polemic of Ignatius against those who claimed that jesus ured only 
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that the opponents in 1 John took the high Christology of the gospel to 
its extreme conclusion and thereby obscured the salvific relevance of 
Jesus’ earthly life or death. This is also seen as a reason why the terms 
that represent the high Christology of the gospel and the "progressive" 
theology of the opponents do not appear in the epistles.” 

It is not self-evident, however, whether we should read 1 John 4:2 
as an expression of anti-docetic polemic. This conclusion may be an 
overinterpretation because it puts too great an emphasis on the words 
iv варкі Әалдмббса as the focus of the right confession. The structure 
of the sentence à dpohoyet "Inaoüv Xprotiv év баркі ёлдлӨбта sı 
gests that the whole phrase “Jesus Christ having come in the flesh” is 
the object of the confession, not only its latter part." This is confirmed 
as the writer describes the wrong confession in 4:3 only by saying that 
"every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God.” It seems that 
the writer is not interested in the facts that are confessed about Jesus 
ог in the erroneous details of the faith of the alleged opponents.” A 
number of early Christian writings connect the word "flesh" to Jesus; 
while this connection may sometimes appear in polemical contexts 
(Ignatius), the word is also used in an unpolemical way to refer either 












та; эл; 42 52; Ign. Trall. 94-2 
ponens in 1 John 2 и very cone 
to Ignatius opponents Thus aso Remberger 1997, 2-3. 

сг RE Brown 1902, 97-98. 

* There are basically thre ways to the understand the confession in 1 John 42: 
(a) “Confess Jesus Christ having come in the Bess (2) "Conícnes Jem Christ as 
having come in the flesh"; and (3) “Confess Jesus as the Christ having come inthe 
fid For the arguments forthe rst one that takes the whole phrase yoy Хота 
is сора} Әлді as the objet of the confession, sce КЕ. Brown T982, 92-493, 
{nd ica 2008, 166-169 As Lica notes, 1 John 2-3 was quite ойе interpreted inan. 
nik doce way in the eariy church. Ir noteworthy іші ter interpreter sometimes 
fe the need to change the wording of thee verset so that they more lay appear 
м а formal confenizn. În 42, the Coder Vaticanus has the байыс лайн 
instead ofthe participle ийй, «reading at seems io place morc mph 
Келі coming а the Б Confesses Jes Chit аг having came inthe б 
infinitive aks appears in Pol. Ph. 7.1 which is possibly iducnasd by 1 John 42. In 
1 john £3, veal church fathers read Ма) instead of pi anchor, a reading dui is 
Alo presoppoved bythe Vulgate and that sometimes Мы been Lie as the original 
е even рор t doesnot appear in the Greck атор ып. CÉ. КЕ Brown 
1982, 494-496. Ehrman (2006 221-246) has shown, however, that icri а deliberate 
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to Jesus’ sufferings or to his earthly life in general? Whatever the 
exact meaning of £v варкі £AsBóra in 1 John 42 is, this expression 
is unspecified and general as compared, for example, to Ignatius’ anti- 
docetic polemic." Therefore, it is not wise to hang the whole recon- 
struction of the situation behind 1 John on the disputed interpretation 
of this verse or on the even more disputed interpretation of 55. 

The above conclusion is confirmed if we read 1 John 4:2 as a part 
of its immediate context and the whole 1 John. The antithesis between 
“every spirit that confesses” and “every spirit that does not confess” 
is only one form of several antitheses found in 1 John 41-64 In this 
series of antitheses, the expression iv oapxi êknÃvêra: describes 
“Jesus Christ” in the same way as the perfect é&ehniGBaaw describes 
false prophets in the preceding verse ("false prophets have gone out 
into the world")? The use of the analogous forms could be taken to 
imply the sense of confrontation with the meaning that Jesus who has 
come in the flesh is greater than false prophets who have gone out into 
the world or the spirit of the antichrist that is coming and is already 
in the world (v. 3). Nothing in 4:1-6 suggests that the expression iv 
варкі éÃnÃvêûra is the chief part of the argumentation; on the con- 





оп the Johannine epistles (p. 27) but he still thinks that “the relationship to emerg- 
ing Gnosticism is more apparent in 1 John [than in the Gospel of John] because the 

hor is specifically confronting the postion of his opponents... he author of 1 John. 
is critical of emerging Gnosticism” (p. 58). 

7 Minear (1970, 292) has s thatthe expression “in the flesh” in 1 John 42 
should be understood as a parall and synonymous expression for “in you" in 44: 
The one who is in you is greater than the one who is in the world.” CI also Lieu 
(2008a, 168) who says that “in the flesh” may point “to that which the believers also 
share. Belief is not directed to ап isolated event situated in the past but is interlocked 
‘with believers own certainty of divine indwelling as also with their obedience to the 
commands.” Lieu adds that the first readers would alo have recognized in the expres 
sion "in the flesh” a number of resonances from the shared Johannine tradition (cf. 
John 1:14; 651-5665). 

CE Minear 1970, 293-294. 

© Mincar 1970, 294; Lieu 2008a, 167. 
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trary, it is only a part of the series of contrasts and, “as the number 
of surrogates for one expression grows, the more flexible must one’s 
thinking become, and the less enslaved to a single formulation. ** 
"The rest of 1 John supports the above conclusion. 1 John 42-3 is 
only one of the many passages emphasizing the need for right belief 
and confession, but there is no interest in Jesus’ flesh or blood in these 
other passages.” The role of the passages urging the confession of Jesus 
as the Christ (2:22) or as the Son of God (4:15) is problematic if we 
unduly select 1 John 4:12 and 5:6 as the focal points of the confession 
and think that the author was mainly combating those who denied the 
relevance of Jesus’ humanity and life in the flesh.“ If we should take up 
some other confessions in 1 John as the point of departure for our his- 
torical reconstructions, the portrait of the alleged opponents would be 
very different? The diversity of confessional terminology itself "sug- 
gests that the author was not interested in the juridical formulation 





7 Minear 1970, 294 
^ 1 [оба 222-35: "Who is the liar but the one who denies that Jesus is the Christ 
“This is the antichrist, the one who denies the Father and the Son. No one who denies 
Son has the Father, everyone who confesses the Son has the Father also.” 323 
This is his commandment, that we should believe in the seme of his Son Jesus 
Christ” 4:15: "God abides in those who confess tht Jesus s the Son of God.” 51 
Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ has ben born of God" ЭЭ: "Who i it 
that conquers the work but the one who believes that Jesus is the Son of God?” 510: 
"Those who believe in the Son of God have the testimony in their hearts. Those who 
do not believe in God have made him a liar by not believing in the testimony that God 
has given concerning his Son.” 

З Rensberger (1997, 23) admits that “it remains unclear how the passages that insist 
on confession of Jeus as Christ and Son of God At" the View according to which the 
opponents desaluated Jesus” physical and human reality. СС also Klauck 1991, 233. 

Luck resolves the differences in confessional language by assuming that the confes- 
Чопа that demand faith in Jesus as the Christ (222) or as the Son of God (415) stem 
from the tradition while the confession in 42 is an expansion of these shorter formu. 
lac, For Klauck, this expansion directs thc interpretation of other confessions. 

GE. Orton (1984, 12) who ays и, from the wenter’ perpective, he problem 
of the opponents was not an excessively high Christology but whether “it was neces- 
tary eich aay дер © кнн a ak T h ны керк арды rte азана 
Sa Jesus the Christ and мү that he alone could provide access to God (p. 19) n my 
opinion, this conclusion is on the right track because diferent forms of confessions 
suggests that the writer of 1 John wants to depict the opponents as lacking any faith 
in est at all. We should not, however, take this as an accurate portrait of the faith 
Of the opponents. According fo Smalley (1984, хай. эла), the dierent confessions 
ellc two different groups of opponents: those who came from а Jewish background 
understood Jesus in human terms and had too low a Christology, while those who 
Came from a Gnostic background understood Jesus as God and represented too “high” 
a Christology. 

















40 RAIMO HAKOLA 


of a single creedal test." This diversity tends to blur any details of 
the faith of those who do not share what the writer regards as the 
authentic faith in Jesus. The cumulative force of the varying demands 
of the right confession is that the opponents simply lack any authentic 
faith in Jesus and, from the writer's perspective, any authentic faith 
in God. 

There is little evidence in 1 John as a whole that the humanity of 
Jesus was the main concern of the author. In several cases, the writer 
uses undefined language as he speaks of God or Jesus and often it 
is difficult—if not impossible—to determine which of the two the 
author intends (e.g, 1:9; 2:3-4; 2:29; 3:3,7,24). As Martin de Boer has 
remarked, this "lack of clarity calls into question the claim that the 
author wants to underline Jesus’ humanity against those who hold a 
docetic christology." De Boer continues, stating that the frequent use 
of the terms “Son” or “оп of God” suggests that “the author actually 
‘wants to emphasize [Jesus'] unique, divine status and origin." At the 
end of the epistle, the writer even calls Jesus “the true God." It is not 
obvious, therefore, that there is a deliberate tendency to avoid terms 
related to Jesus’ divine status in 1 John. There is nothing complicated 
їп the way Jesus is described both as divine and as “having come to 
flesh” as these ideas are presented in 1 John. This combination appears 
problematic only if we read 1 John with the assumption that the writer 
had in his mind a clearly defined theological agenda that was directed 





^^ Minear 1970, 297. 
"е De Boer 1991, 328. De Boer 





“admited the reality of Jesus’ humanity but refused to acknowledge that his being in 
the fesh was ссп to the picture of Jesus as the Christ, the Son of God.” For the 
asinis, Jeu coming only confirmed Jesus as the Son of God but did not have 
Sv value De Boer develops Brown's view further and claims that 1 John &2 
Interpreted in light of 56 is “primary a claim about the death of Jesus Christ and 
ers only secondarily to his humanity as such” The secessionists vale eus earthly 
Career as the divinely authorized baptizer (cf. water in Јава 56), while the author. 
puts the emphasis on Jesus” death (pp. 330, 339). These more and more nuanced ways 
fo reconstruct the position of the alleged opponents illuminate clearly the problems of 
reading 1 John 42 or the whole of 1 John tm anti-docetic terms alone. In my opinion, 
however, these attempts fal to establish a compelling reconstruction of the thinking 
of the opponents. The evidence we have is simply too shaky and brief because the 
rhetorical strategy of the writer is not based on theological precision but on general- 
tions that present the opponents simply as unbelievers. 
7 For the arguments that д ideas Beds m 220 refers to Jesus, not to God, see 
RE Brown 1982, 625-626. 
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against the opponents’ misuse of the gospel and that explains the selec- 
tive use of the gospel material. 

‘Additionally, the role of the Spirit in 1 John is explained as a reac- 
tion to the extremist beliefs of the opponents based on the role of the 
Spirit-Paraclete in the gospel." It is not clear, however, whether ће 
alleged schism can account for the lack of the references to the Spi 
as the Paraclete. One of the main functions of the Spirit-Paraclete іп 
the gospel is to remind the disciples of all that Jesus has said when he 
still was with them (John 14:26). It is emphasized that the Spirit “will 
not speak on his own” but will glorify Jesus “because he will take what 
is mine and declare it to you” (John 16:13-14). If the writer of 1 John 
knew the gospel and its teaching of the Spirit-Paraclete, he would have 
had a ready model to emphasize the connection between the testimony 
of the Spirit and the earthly life of Jesus. On the basis of the gospel, 
however, the juxtaposition of the Spirit of truth and the Spirit of error 
in 1 John 4:1-6 is something that is not expected even though it is 
quite regular on the basis of Jewish apocalyptic and dualistic traditions 
(cf. above)? 

‘On the basis of the above observations, it is defensible to conclude 
that the alleged schism does not explain why certain features distinc- 
tive to the Fourth Gospel do not appear in the epistles. The writer of 











" See Painter 2002, 92-93. Сї. alo RE. Brown 1979, 138: "Ihe opponents may 
have designated themselves as teachers and prophets and have claimed to speak under 
the guidance of the Spirit" When Brown explains how the writer of 1 John responded 
to these claims, he муз that “truly noteworthy is what he does not say... Presumably 
the author would not deny that the Spirit was the Paracete, but he never mentions 
it Rather he emphasizes what is oniy hited at in the gospel, namely, that ess is the 
Рага? (pp. 140-141) In another connection, Brown (1982, 241) remarks that the 

lence about the Paraclete in the epistles may be “accidental 

Thus also Geayton 1984, 13. C abo T.G. Brown 2003, 239. Т.С. Brown con- 
clades that the portrayals of the Spirit in the gospel and im | John do not “clearly 
indicate a sequence ofthe composition of either writing in relation to the other.” In 
spite of his, she is inclined think б 1 John borrowed some of is ideas from the 
opel. She has earlier (pp. 247-248), however, argued with good reasons that it le 
Efi at tae oppo int fn dered ei ental of Spt decay 
from the gospel. 1.6. Brown thus rejects the view that is, for example, represented by 
Raymond Brown and John Painter (CE the previous note) According to T.G. Brown, 
we Bind, in the farewell discourses of the gospel, “a degree of emphasis on the contin- 
ued significance and presence of Jesus that would sccm to contradict the opponents 
views on Jesus 

"Т. КЕ. Brown 1982, 27: “The treatment of the Spirit of Truth alongside the Spirit 
of Deceit in 1 John 41-6 i strangely vague about the personal quality of the Spir" 
Renberger 1997. 114: “Pacing the Hal Spel over диши hep of dec 
somewhat odd, the result of inserting Spirit of truth into а dualistic батко 
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1 John portrays those who, from his perspective, have left the com- 
munity (1 John 2:19) as lacking any real faith in Jesus which frustrates 
our attempts to reconstruct a detailed position of the opponents. If 
we are to believe the author and conclude that these opponents once 
belonged to the community, it is quite certain that their portrait as 
unbelievers is exaggerated. The same kind of sweeping use of language 
is seen as the author develops, on the basis of the traditional dualistic 
images, the contrast between the children of God who should love 
опе another and the children of the devil whose deeds are bad and 
who are full of hatred (37-17). In this connection, the writer uses the 
example of Cain to portray those who hate their brothers or sisters 
аз murderers (3:15), a depiction that is hardly ever taken literally but 
seen as hyperbole, 

These kinds of contrasts are quite expected if we take seriously 
the fact that the Johannine epistles, or any other epistles in the New 
‘Testament, were not written primarily to give an unbiased portrait of 
those who are differentiated and devalued as “others” but to persuade 
the audience to receive the message of the writer. Therefore, what is 
said of the alleged opponents should be seen first and foremost as а 
part of the rhetoric of differentiation that strives to reinforce the col- 
lective identity of the writer and his audience. According to the Social 
Identity Perspective, it is predictable that the negative traits of those 
who are perceived as "others" are exaggerated as a group constructs 
its social identity.” This perspective holds that social categorization is 
a fundamental aspect of group behavior. When we define ourselves 
їп relation to other people, we experience ourselves as similar to one 
clearly-defined category of people and therefore as different from 
those in other categories. This process helps us to orientate ourselves 
in variable social environments by making those environments more 
predictable and meaningful. Social categorization, however, results 

















7 CL RE, Brown 1982, 47: “The reference to murder is hyperbole for maltreat- 
ment? Remberger 1997, 59: Vere 15 then makes explicit the symbolic meaning of 
the example of Cain: the murderers anyone who hates a brother oe sister. Thi seems, 
at first glance, а very sweeping statement... but] it is not necessary to suppose that 
the opponents posed ап actual mortal danger to other Christians" However Panter 
(1980, ӨЗ) goes significantly far beyond thin 1t is possible that the opponents not only 
Separated from the author and his adherents but were violently antagonistic to them 
vento the point of causing their death" 

the Social Identity Perspective has increasingly been applied to carly Christian 
snd jv cou Foran indoaie and pci of ау маталы 
207, 259-276; Hakola 2008, 123-139; and Hakola 2009. 
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їп exaggeration and a polarization of perception whereby individuals 
belonging to different groups are viewed as being more different from 
each other than they really are, while individuals belonging to the same 
group are perceived as more alike. Furthermore, it has been demon- 
strated that, in the context of intergroup tensions, a clear linguistic 
intergroup bias is discernible because positive ingroup behaviors and 
negative outgroup behaviors tend to be described in quite abstract and 
general terms.” The use of such abstract adjectives or state verbs as 
good vs. evil, true уз. untrue, or hate vs. love is especially suitable to 
induce and communicate a one-dimensional view of the world because 
general descriptions of behavior are detached from specific situations 
and thus become too vague to be tested. Generalizations do not invite 
verification attempts and are relatively immune from falsification.” 

Тһе way the Johannine tradition is developed in the Johannine 
epistles, and especially in 1 John, is a good case in point of the above- 
mentioned intergroup bias. The writer does not try to describe his 
opponents in any detail but creates an imaginary universe where the 
children of God are clearly separate and distinguishable from the chil- 
dren of the devil even though the fact that the latter originally “went 
ош from us” (1 John 2:19) suggests that the reality may have been 
much more complicated and unpredictable. 


5. CONCLUSION 


In this essay, I have argued that the Johannine epistles should not be 
read as a reaction to the alleged schism prompted by the excessive 
interpretation of the gospel. The detailed comparison of the gospel 
and the epistles clearly demonstrates the kinship of these writings but 
also reveals clear differences in how common idioms and themes are 
developed. The similarities can be explained by the use of the common 
tradition but they are not enough to establish a direct literary depen- 
dence between these writings. The main differences concern some major 
themes that are distinctive to the gospel but missing from the epistles. 
‘The lack of the high Christology and the Spirit-Paraclete in the epistles, 





ing sin in 1 john айо can be laken to rect the ingroup langage of the writer. Sc 
Dinderberg 2008 
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for example, cannot be explained as an intentional reworking of the 
gospel material but supports the view that the gospel and the epistles 
represent the shared Johannine tradition that is developed in different 
ways in different situations. 

Тһе view argued here supports the diversity of the Johannine tradi- 
tion in its early stages. Not only the differences between the gospel 
and the epistles but also the fact that there seems to be some kind 
of dispute—however vaguely described as it is—in the background of 
the epistles speaks for the dynamic nature of the Johannine tradition.” 
‘The epistles can be seen as an attempt to come to terms with the fluid- 
ity of this tradition in a situation where no external authority solved 
the disputes among those who believed in Jesus. While the Gospel of 
John, owing to its refined portraits of Jesus and the Spirit-Paraclete, 
made a lasting impression on the formulations of later Christological 
and trinitarian thinking among various Christian groups, the epistles, 
despite their more mundane theological profile, also influenced later 
theology. This influence was not achieved through theological preci- 
sion, but, on the contrary, by creating a visionary space where people 
are divided into two plain categories on the basis of their faith in Jesus. 
‘This vision may already originally have been an overtly simplistic rep- 
resentation of a much more diverse reality but it still provided l 
Christians with а ready model as they defined themselves in opposition 
not only to the outside world but also to some—real or imagined— 
internal threats.” While the Johannine epistles testify to the original 
diversity of the Johannine tradition, they also betray a clear tendency 
to reduce this diversity into controllable categories. This tentative 
move from diversity to uniformity may be the most important legacy 
of the Johannine tradition as it was developed and transmitted in the 
Johannine epistles. 

















7 CE Black 1986, 147-148, Black argues against the view that the Johannine epistles 
represen nd of “ary Calelln td academy have been pec 
because faith in these communities was so dynamic and fuid that i had shade 
into beliefs unacceptable tothe presbyter” Black fads “some rudimentary notion of 

bodory" in operation in how the epistles struggle to establish the criteria by which 
satan emor are tng ck rea however, a these eee ot 
enforced in any та) 

7 CE Lieu (1986,33) who gives examples of how 2 John 9-11 was used as a standard 
stre anton the окур with hose regarded as йаша or hereties. 

Tauck (1991, 135-136) refers to how 1 Joba 219 authorized the detection of heretics 
among those who had originally been understood as belonging to the church. 
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THE GOSPEL OF THE ACTS OF JOHN: 
ITS RELATION TO THE FOURTH GOSPEL 


Istvan Czachesz 
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Тһе apocryphal Acts of John is one of the so-called major Apocryphal 
Acts of the Apostles, which date from the second and early third cen- 
turies CE and report the mission, miracles and martyrdom of the apos- 
les. Unlike the canonical Acts, each of these writings focuses on the 
story of one chosen apostle: Paul, John, Peter, Andrew and Thomas, 
respectively. There are different suggestions about the provenance and 
date of composition of the Acts of John. Earlier, I proposed that the 
book in its present form probably dates from the late second century 
and its final revision was made in Alexandria, although much of the 
material contained in it is earlier and perhaps originates from As 
Minot: In this essay, I will focus on the Gospel of the Acts of John 
(GA), which is found in chapters 87-105 of the Acts of John.’ The text 
of the GAJ is known from a single manuscript of the Austrian National 
Library, Codex Vindobonensis historicus graecus 63, dated to 1319 or 
1324. These chapters contain a complete gospel narrative, which has 
been preserved independently of the rest of the book—with clear signs, 
however, that at some point it formed part of the Acts of John.’ The 
GAJ is connected to the plot of the Acts of John by a narrative frame 
(ch. 87) and begins with a prologue and the calling of John and James at 
a lake (chs. 88-89). Subsequently, it reports a number of episodes from 
Jesus’ ministry. many of them known from other gospels, such as Jesus’ 
transfiguration (in two versions), а visit at the house of a Pharisee and 
the multiplication of bread. There are also episodes that do not readily 
evoke any of the canonical gospel narratives: John watches Jesus on 





2 For a recent overview, see Klauck 2008, 1 

+ Crachesz 20072, 92n1, 120-122, with references to alternative suggestions. 

? Crachesz 2007a, 102-106; Crachesz 20076, 921, 245-246. 

< Bonnet, Lipsius and Tischendorf 1898, xix Junod and Kaestli 1983, 26-29 
References із this essay follow the line numbering of Junod and Kacslis edition, 

= Lalleman 1998, 25-30, 
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several occasions, Jesus never blinks his eyes, leaves no footprints on 
the ground, and once pulls John’s beard. Jesus and his disciples do not 
share a last supper but rather they sing a hymn and celebrate a dance 
ritual (chs. 94-96). After a peculiar crucifixion episode, an ascension 
scene follows immediately and concludes the narrative (chs. 97-102). 
Finally, an exhortation (chs. 103-104) and a closing narrative frame 
complete the text of the gospel 

After the publication of the manuscript by M.R. James," scholars’ 
attention was directed to the possible connections between this text 
and the Fourth Gospel. In particular, it has been suggested that the 
Fourth Gospel was influenced by the Acts of John, a hypothesis that has 
been abandoned in subsequent scholarship.” During most of the twen- 
tieth century, the connection between these sources has not received 
much attention from scholars, including the commented edition of 
the Acts of John by E. Junod and J.-D. Kaestli In the last two decades, 
however, consensus seems to have emerged that the Acts of John used 
the Fourth Gospel.’ According to R.1. Pervo, “Most of the material in 
Асја 87-105 may be accounted for as intra-johannine development, as 
the result of fresh interpretation of and meditation upon the message 
contained in the [Fourth] Gospel."* More recently, P.J. Lalleman sug- 
gested that the common tradition of the two writings was transmitted 
orally." and concluded that “in the AJ [Acts of John], John has become 
ап opponent to the Gospel that bears his own name,” attributing par- 
ticularly the gospel section to an “ultra-Johannine group” which was 
"forced to combat the very Gospel [that is, the Fourth Gospel] that was 
formative of their thought." In this essay, I will argue for a different 
relation between the Fourth Gospel and the GAJ. According to my 
hypothesis, the Fourth Gospel did not rely on the GAJ, as suggested 
by Corssen and Hilgenfeld. nor did the GAJ use the Fourth Gospel as 
source, as maintained in recent scholarship, but rather the author(s) 
of the GAJ had access to a (Johannine) gospel tradition that also influ- 
enced the Fourth Gospel. In the first part of my essay, I will review the 
most important parallels between the GAJ and the Fourth Gospel. In 





James 1897. 
Corssen 1896, 118-134: Hilgenfed 1900. 

* Junod and Қасай 1983. 

* Lalleman 1998, 1 








ı2 Lalleman 1998, 122. 


THE GOSPEL OF THE ACTS OF JOHN AND THE FOURTH GOSPEL 51 


the second part, 1 will discuss evidence that forces us to look beyond 
the previous research positions. In the third part, I will show how my 
hypothesis explains the present shape of the sources. 


1. THE GOSPEL OF THE ACTS OF JOHN AND THE FOURTH GOSPEL: 
PARALLELS. 


As Lalleman already noted, the overall structure of the GAJ agrees 
with that of the canonical gospels, and in particular, with the structure. 
of the Fourth Gospel.” This overall resemblance is demonstrated by 
Lallemanis chart: 





Acts of John 





Introduction 
public ministry 
private teaching 
ceremony 
teaching proper 
the glorious cross 
epilogue 








Whereas the basic plot of the narrative agrees with that of all four 
canonical gospels, the design of the GAJ has a particularly Johannine 
character inasmuch as it emphasizes the self-revelation of Jesus before 
his disciples. Іп Bultmanris words, chapters 13-20 of the Fourth Gospel 
are about Jesus’ love for his followers—which can be equally said about 
GAJ 94-102. Another feature of the GAJ, however, sets its plot apart 
from that of all four canonical gospels: this gospel has по resurrec- 
tion narrative, but rather Christ directly ascends to heaven from the 
Mount of Olives, while his human appearance is being crucified on 
Golgotha. This major difference has to do with the Christology of the 
GAJ, according to which “the Lord never was a human being... ut he 
was seen now and then as a divine messenger in a more or less human 
appearance which should not be confused with a real body"! 


^ Lalleman 1998, 45. 
* Lalleman 1998, 46. 
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The setting of the opening scene of the GAJ, the calling of John and 
James, parallels the synoptic call story found in Mark 1:16-20 and 
Ман 4:18-22, yet without much agreement in the details. The GAJ 
does not mention that John and James were the sons of Zebedee, had 
hired workers and were repairing their nets on the shore. Unlike in 
the synoptic story, the brothers are at sea (we do not know which one) 
rather than on the shore, Jesus’ words to them are reported and Jesus 
helps them bring the boat onto the shore. The story of the GAJ does 
not include the point of the synoptic story, that “they immediately left 
the boat and their father, and followed Jesus.” The сай story of the GAJ 
also shows parallels with an episode from the Fourth Gospel, that is, 
the post-Easter appearance of Jesus at the Sea of Galilee in John 21,5 
where indeed Jesus stands on the shore whereas the disciples are sail- 
ing, and steer the boat to the shore after they recognize Jesus. 

Тһе public ministry of Jesus in the GAJ is concluded by John's state- 
‘ment, “Now, these things, dear brethren, I speak to you to encourage 
you in your faith towards him, for we must at the present keep silent 
about his mighty and wonderful works, inasmuch as they are mysteries 
and doubtless cannot be uttered or heard" (93.14-17)." Lalleman, who 
accepts Junod and Kaestli's hypothesis that chapters 94-102 and 109 
жеге added to the text at a later point, interprets this sentence as the 
epilogue to an earlier version of the gospel narrative and calls attention 
to its similarity with the first epilogue of the Fourth Gospel" “Now 
Jesus did many other signs in the presence of his disciples, which are 
not written in this book. But these are written so that you may come 
to believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God, and that through 
believing you may have life in his name” (John 20:30). 

Beyond the similarities їп the overall structure of the СА] and 
the Fourth Gospel, respectively, scholars have observed a number of 
shared lexical features.” The Hymn of Christ in GAJ 94-95 calls Christ 
by names that also occur in the Fourth Gospel, such as "word" and 
"light": Christ was "the word" and the life that was in him was "the 
light" according to the Johannine prologue (1:1-18): he is “the light 
of the world,” according to one of the Johannine "I am" sayings (John 


"< Junod and Kaestli 1983, 480-481; Lalleman 1998, 112-113. 

"^ Unless otherwise indicated, citations from the Acts of John are adapted from 
Elliott 1994, 310-338, 

77 Lalleman 1998, 113. 

ı" Unless otherwise indicated, biblical citations are adapted from NRSV (1989). 

" Касый 1987; Pervo 1992; Lalleman 1998, 114-116. 
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8:12, see below). Other expressions in the hymn are also characteristic 
of the language of the Fourth Gospel: "glory" is an important attribute 
of Jesus (e.g. John 1:11; 2:11; 17:5,22,24); he possesses "grace" (John 
1:14,16,17) and “spirit” (e.g. John 7:39; 14:17,26; 20:22). Several lines 
of the hymn remind one of the form of the Johannine “I am" sayings 
(ев. John 6:35; 8:12; 11:25; 15:1)" particularly the closing verses, “I 
am а lamp to you who see me. Amen. I am a mirror to you who 
perceive. Amen. I am а door to you who knock on me. Amen. I am 
а way to you, wayfarer. Amen." The attributes “door” and "way" are 
ones that occur in the respective Johannine sayings (John 10:9; 14:6). 
It has to be remarked, however, that whereas in the Fourth Gospel all 
"Lam" sayings begin with the personal pronoun èyó, this is not the 
case in the parallels of the GAJ. Furthermore, whereas the attributes 
in the Fourth Gospel always have the definite article (й 560, й бора), 
they stand without an article іп the GAJ. Other attributes from the 
"Lam" sayings appear in the GAJ in Jesus’ words to John on the Mount 
of Olives, especially in his explanation about the cross of light (from 
which Jesus talks to John): 


‘This cross of light is sometimes called the word by me for your sakes, 
sometimes mind, sometimes Jesus, sometimes Christ, sometimes door 
John 1059), sometimes way [John 14:6], sometimes bread [John 635]. 
sometimes seed, sometimes resurrection [John 11:25), sometimes 
son, sometimes father, sometimes spirit, sometimes life [John 11:25, 
145], sometimes truth [John 146), sometimes faith, sometimes grace 
(GAT 985-13) 
А substantial verbatim parallel occurs in the transfiguration scene of 
the GAJ, when Jesus rebukes John with the words, “John, be not unbe- 
lieving but believing, and not inquisitive” (GA 90.16), the first part of 
the sentence (ий yivov dmatos ûd каөтб;) agreeing verbatim with 
Jesus’ words to Thomas in John 2027b. Another parallel is found in 
Jesus’ words on the Mount of Olives, “John, to the multitude down 
below in Jerusalem I am being crucified, and pierced with lances and 
reeds, and gall and vinegar is given me to drink" The joint occurrence 
of "lance" (тут) and “to pierce” (vósco) agrees with the Johannine 
crucifixion scene (John 19:34)—which is, however, not the only exist- 
ing parallel 











2 Pervo 1992, 63. 
* Lalleman 1998; Czachesz 2007, 246. 
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Other similarities between the two texts include common themes 
and motifs without significant verbatim agreement. In the GAJ, John 
reports, "when I sat at table, he [Jesus] would take me upon his breast 
екі тй отіп), and I held him" (GAJ 89.11). The corresponding pas- 
sages of the Fourth Gospel mention a single event during the last sup- 
per: "One of the disciples, the one whom Jesus loved, was reclining, 
on his breast (£v tà xóAxe)...So while resting on Jesus’ breast (ixi 
тё отйбо$)...” (John 132325). The theme recurs in John 21:20, where 
John is referred to as “the one who rested on Jesus breast (ілі tò 
отйбо;) at the supper.” In the Hymn of Christ, Jesus says, “Who 
Tam, you shall know when 1 go away,” which parallels his words in 
John 8:28, "When you have lifted up the Son of Man, then you will 
realize that Т am (Һе)” and John 13:7, "You do not know now what 1 
am doing, but later you will understand.” The GAJ mentions that Jesus 
loved John (ёо, 90.7), as does the Fourth Gospel (yard, John 
13:23; 19:26; 20:2). "Light," as we have seen above, is a central theme of 
the Fourth Gospel,” and it becomes a leading motif of the GAJ, espe- 
cially in the appearance of the cross of light (98-101). The idea that 
Christ "descended" from heaven, mentioned in GAJ 100.3, is paralleled 
in various Johannine passages (John 3:13,31; 6:62), as well as the claim 
"Lam wholly with the Father and the Father with me" (GAJ 10041-12; 
cf. John 1038; 14:10-11; 17:21) Finally, the GAJ mentions the hour 
of the crucifixion: “when he was hung upon the cross on Friday, at the 
sixth hour of the day" (97.6). According to Junod and Kaestli as well 
as Lalleman,” this is an agreement with John 19:14-16, from where 
the information was also derived. Scholars have also identified further 
“allusions” and “echoes” in the two texts (such as the use of the verb 
xopéo іп GAJ 88.4 and John 21:25). However, the identification of 
such parallels is often quite subjective and is largely motivated by the 
fact that one already sees a particular relation between the two texts.* 











= NRSV translates “next to Jesus/him” all three times. 
> Bultmann 1948 
Cf Lalleman 1998, 116. 

77 Junod and Kaestli 1983, 655; Lalleman 1998, 16. 

^» Confirmation bias (Eysenck and Keane 2005, 470-480) is a significant factor that 
cannot be completely excluded from research. И means that we find it much easier 
To collect supporting evidence for an existing hypothesis (especially our own) than ta 
identify contradictory evidence. 
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2. CHALLENGES TO THE PRESENT CONSENSUS 


According to the consensus of recent scholarship, cited in the intro- 
duction, the similarities reviewed in the previous section resulted from 
the use of the Fourth Gospel by the author(s) of the GAJ (in a writ- 
ten form or through oral transmission). The two texts were possibly 
written and read by the same Johannine community” and/or the СА] 
criticized the theology of the Fourth Gospel, or at least the interpre- 
tation of the writing in a contemporary (proto-orthodox) Christian 
circle." My purpose in this section is to cite evidence that requires us 
to reconsider the relationship of the two texts. 

We begin with comments on some minor details, As we have seen 
above, scholars have argued that the GAJ mentions the time of the 
crucifixion, relying on John 1914-16. Among the canonical gospels, 
information about the hour of the crucifixion is only given in the 
Gospel of Mark, where it is “the third hour” (Mark 15:22-26). In all 
three synoptic gospels, the “sixth hour” is the time when the dark- 
ness over the whole land (or earth) begins (Matt 27:45; Mark 15:33; 
Luke 23:44), According to the Gospel of Peter 15, darkness fell over 
all of Judea at noon (Hv ёё peonuBpia). The Fourth Gospel does not 
mention the time of either of these events, but rather the time when 
Pilate sentences Jesus to death, which takes place “about the sixth 
hour" (John 19:14). Now, in the Greek text of the GAJ, the “the sixth 
hour of the day” either indicates the beginning of the darkness, or the 
time of the crucifixion and the beginning of the darkness. The word 
order of the sentence seems to support the first option: “And when on 
Friday he was hung upon the cross[.] at the sixth hour of the day dark- 
ness came over all the earth." Junod and Kaestli's as well as Lalleman’s 
reading is only plausible if we insert a comma before “darkness”— 
but such interpunction marks were absent from ancient manuscripts.” 
Тһе darkness, in contrast, is not mentioned at all in the Fourth Gospel. 
Consequently, this gospel agrees with the synoptics as well as with the 





7 Eg, Koester 1980, 635-637; Kaest 1987, 46; Pervo 1992, 68; Lalleman 1998, 
244-256. 
З Eg, Pervo 1992, 68; Lalleman 1998, 122. 
> Without having access to the only manuscript of the GAJ, 1 cannot determine if 
this fourteenth-century text contains а comma at this place—which, however, is not 
important for deciding the question of whether the ancient author borrowed from 
the Fourth Gospel. 
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Gospel of Peter 15 on the hour of the darkness, which it perhaps also 
identifies as the moment of the crucifixion. 

Another detail that was assumed to have been borrowed from the 
Fourth Gospel is the mention of "piercing" and "lances" in GAJ 979. 
If we look at the whole sentence, we can identify more words that 
have to be taken into consideration when deciding about textual par- 
allels and sources: “John, to the multitude down below in Jerusalem 
Lam being crucified, and pierced with lances and reeds, and gall and 
vinegar is given me to drink.” One or more of these motifs occur in 
various canonical and non-canonical passion narratives" Among 
these parallels, the Gospel of Peter (9 and 16) mentions both piercing 
"with reed" (in singular) and drinking gall and vinegar, but does not 
mention "lance"; the Fourth Gospel mentions piercing "with lance" 
іп singular) and drinking vinegar, but lacks “reeds” and “gall” (John 
19:34); Mark has "reed" (15:19) and “gall” (15:36) but none of the 
other words; Matthew mentions “gall” and “vinegar,” but in two dif- 
ferent episodes (27:34.48); Luke only mentions 
the Epistle of Barnabas has both vinegar and gal, in the same order 
as the GAJ. Interestingly, most early patristic sources agree with the 
Gospel of Peter rather than with the canonical gospels in respect to the 
order of drinking gall and vinegar.” This is a clear indication that we 
cannot easily decide which of these sources contains the oldest tradi- 
tion, and therefore it is difficult to reach a conclusion with regard to 
who borrowed what from whom. Such diversity in the use of related 
expressions could be explained in the framework of oral transmission, 
а perspective that I have pursued elsewhere.” Given this general pic- 
ture, the fact that “lance” is preserved only іп the GAJ and the Fourth 
Gospel does not necessarily suggest direct borrowing by either of 
the authors." 

‘The mention of John leaning on Jesus’ breast and the motif of the 
Beloved Disciple, both of which have parallels in the Fourth Gospel, 
belong to the major, overarching theme of the GAJ. In the GAJ, physi- 
cal intimacy between John and Jesus is not limited to the last supper. 
“When I sat at table,” John says, “he would take me upon his breast and 











© Lalleman 1998, 129-130; Czachesz 2007b, 245-246. 

> Lalleman 1998, 1302275. 

> Crachesz 2007b; Crachesz 2009; Crachesz in 
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I held him” (8911-12). This habitual physical contact between John 
and Jesus becomes a source of knowledge about Jesus: “and sometimes 
his breast felt to me to be smooth and tender. and sometimes hard 
like stone” (89.12-14). The motif of physical touch occurs once more 
in the text: “Sometimes when I meant to touch him, I met a material 
(бод, literally "woody") and solid (хау; literally "thick") body: 
and at other times when I felt him, the substance was immaterial and 
bodiless and as if it were not existing at all” (93.1-4). As I have argued 
elsewhere, the theme of fondness and physical closeness between John 
and Jesus originates in the Platonic tradition. In the Symposium, 
Socrates arrives for the dinner after waiting outside, deeply immersed 
in his thoughts. Agathon expresses his wish that Socrates would 
recline next to him: “Неге you are, Socrates. Come and recline next 
to me; 1 want to share this great thought that has just struck you in 
the porch next door” (175c8-d2)." Socrates complies with Agathon's 
wish, reclines next to him and answers: “Му dear Agathon,’ Socrates 
replied as he took his seat beside him, 7 only wish that wisdom were 
the kind of thing one could share by sitting next to someone—if it 
flowed, for instance, from the one that was full to the one that was 
empty, like the water in two cups finding its level through a piece of 
worsted’” (175d4-d7). In the famous Diotima speech (201d-212b), 
Socrates speaks about two different effects of Eros. Most people are 
“fertile in body," turn to women and raise a family, in the hope that 
they will secure immortality, a memory of themselves, and happiness. 
They who are “fertile in soul,” in contrast, conceive and bear the things 
of the spirit. They look for beautiful souls, educate them, and procre- 
ate more beautiful and immortal children. Socrates then explains how 
the philosopher proceeds from devoting himself to the beauties of the 
body to the revelation of absolute beauty: 


And so, when his correct boy-loving has carried our candidate so far that 
he begins to catch sight of that beauty, he is almost within reach of the 
final revelation. And this is the way, the only way, he must approach, 
ог be led toward the matters of love. Starting from individual beauties, 
the quest for the universal beauty must find him ever moving upwards, 
stepping from rung to rung—that is, from one to two, and from two to 
every lovely body, from bodily beauty to the beauty of institutions, from 
institutions to learning, and from learning in general to the special lore 








> Crachesz 2006, Czachesz 2007a, 106-111 
= Translation adapted from Hamilton and Cairns 1985, 526-574 
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that pertains to nothing but the beautiful itself—until at last he comes 
to know what beauty is (2155-41) 


Later, Agathoris place next to Socrates is taken by Alcibiades, an excep- 
tionally handsome young man, who earlier invited Socrates to his home 
in the hope that he would sleep with him. Socrates explains that the 
intimacy between master and disciple, which Agathon and Alcibiades 
conceive in erotic terms, must be clean and spiritual. In sum, the rela- 
tion between Socrates and his disciples in the Symposium is similar 
to the relation of Jesus and John in the GAJ. While the GAJ is more 
reserved in the use of erotic vocabulary, the overall theme of physi- 
cal closeness and fondness between master and disciple is still clearly 
recognizable. According to the teaching of the Symposium, such close- 
ness and fondness provide an opportunity for learning, Furthermore, 
according to the Diotima speech, the love of physical bodies is the 
first step on the way to absolute beauty—an idea that is elaborated 
in another section of the Acts of John* What does this imply about 
the parallels between the GAJ and the Fourth Gospel? In the Fourth 
Gospel, the tradition that John is the "Beloved Disciple” is merely 
reported as an epithet, without filling it with any content, The content 
of this tradition, in turn, becomes clear from the GAJ. This leads to 
the conclusion that the GAJ, rather than borrowing from the Fourth 
Gospel, preserved an aspect of Johannine tradition that is only vaguely 
recognizable in the Fourth Gospel. 

In order to understand the significance of the knowledge that John 
gains about Jesus through physical closeness, we have to turn to 
another major theme of ће GAJ, that is Jesus’ ability to appear in dif- 
ferent forms. This phenomenon has been discussed as the “polymor- 
phy of Christ” in previous scholarship.” The calling of John and James 
in the СА] 88-89 contains various instances of polymorphy: 


And my brother said, “John, this child on the shore who called to us, 
what does he want?" And I said, “What child?” Не replied, “The one 
who is beckoning to us.” And I answered, “Because of our long watch 
that we kept at sea you are not seeing straight, brother James: but do 
you not see the man who stands there, fair and comely and of a cheer- 
ful countenance?” But he said to me, “Him I do not see, brother; but let 








? Acts of John 113; cf. Czachesz 2006, 67-68: Czachest 2007a, 111-115. 

~ Peterson 1959, 83-12% Stroumsa 1981; Junod 1982; Stroumsa 1992, 43-63; 
Lalleman 1995; Lalleman 1998, 97-118; Garcia 1999; Crachesz 2007c, 127-146; Foster 
2007. 
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us go and we shall see what it means”... And when we left the place, 
wishing to follow him again, he again appeared to me, bald-headed but 
with a thick and flowing beard: but to James he appeared аз a youth 
whose beard was just starting. We were perplexed, both of us, as to the 
meaning of what we had seen. 


Another important example of polymorphy occurs in GAJ 96-102, 
where people see Jesus dying on the cross on Golgotha, while he speaks 
to John from the cross of light on the Mount of Olives. What other 
passages of the GAJ qualify as cases of polymorphy depends on how 
опе defines the concept. In the strictest sense, polymorphy means “a 
metamorphosis of such a kind that the person or deity can be seen dif- 
ferently by different people at the same time? According to Lalleman, 
this has to be distinguished from “the wider concept of metamorpho- 
sis, in which a person... takes several forms consecutively” Indeed, in 
the first example, John and James see Jesus in different forms simulta- 
neously, and this motif recurs in GAJ 89. However, in the subsequent 
episodes, we can see no distinction between synchronic polymorphy 
and diachronic metamorphosis (that is, subsequent appearances in 
various forms). Immediately after the second parallel vision of John 
and James, we read John’s report that Jesus’ body was sometimes soft, 
but sometimes hard. In the same section, he recalls that Jesus’ eyes 
were always open, and that he often saw him as a small figure look- 
ing upwards to the sky. At his transfiguration on the mountain, Jesus’ 
head reaches to sky (90.13), but when John cries out with fear, Jesus 
turns around, becomes a small man and pulls John's beard (90.14-16). 
Reflecting on these events, John speaks about “his unity which has 
many faces" (xoAuxpócoxov ёубтпта, 91.6). At (the lake of) Gennesaret 
(ch. 92), John sees "another one like him who speaks to Jesus. In 
GAJ 93, we read about Jesus’ body again, which felt sometimes solid, 
but at other times “immaterial and bodiless, as if it were not existing at 
all” Finally, in the crucifixion episode (chs. 97-102), Jesus is crucified 
оп Golgotha and simultaneously appears to John on the cross of light 
on the Mount of Olives. Even if one can make a distinction between 
simultaneous and consecutive appearances, such a distinction was not 
important to the author of the СА), in which all of these instances 





> Lalleman 1998, 99; emphasis by P. Lalleman. 
* Lalleman 1998, 102: emphasis by P. Lalleman- 
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together form the theme of the “polymorphous Jesus? From where 
did the author(s) of the GAJ take the concept of polymorphy? The 
polymorphy of Christ, according to Lalleman, was introduced first by 
the Acts of John, and the other Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles bor- 
rowed the concept from it. The Acts of John, in turn, relied on the 
canonical writings, including the transfiguration scene of Mark 9:2-8 
(and its parallels) as well as the post-Easter appearances, particularly 
in Mark, Luke, and the Fourth Gospel (Mark 16:12; Luke 24; John 20), 
However, there is one aspect of polymorphy in the Apocryphal Acts 
that almost certainly excludes this explanation, that is, the polymorphy 
of the evil. In Acts of John 70, the lover of Drusiana is “inflamed by the 
influence of the polymorphous Satan to the most ardent passions? In 
Acts of Thomas 44, the apostle calls the evil "the polymorphous one" 
(û moiptopeoz)— referring to the two black demons that attacked the 
woman and her daughter on the street." A similar story is found in 
the later Martyrdom of Matthew, where the apostle exorcises the kings 
wife, daughter and son-in-law, but the demon appears again as a sol- 
dier. In a number of other, later Acts and apocalyptic texts, Satan and 
the demons are capable of polymorphy.® Whereas the source of the 
idea of polymorphy in the Apocryphal Acts cannot be decided with 
absolute certainty, I will outline an alternative proposal.“ 

"The most probable solution is that the authors were acquainted with 
the concept of polymorphy from Greek and Egyptian traditions and 
combined it with Christological ideas of their communities. Except for 
one debated occurrence, the noun "polymorphy" (nokvpoppia) does 
not appear before the fourth century CE, and then it is used mainly in 
Christian sources. The adjective “polymorphous” (rohúpopęoç), in 
contrast, has been in use since the fifth century BCE, in the meaning of 


"^ Junod and Kaestli (1983, 466-453) analyze ch. 87-93 and 108-105 as a rhetorical 
unit, and speak about John's “twelve testimonies” of Jesus polymorphy: find the 
formal rhetorical analysis somewhat forced, but agree with the authors insofar as they 
Чо not reduce the theme of polymorph to the simultaneous appearances. 

+ Lalleman 1995; Foster 2007, 67-77. 
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5935, dated between the frst and third centuries СЕ 
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"having many forms." The mythographer Heraclitus, writing in the 
first century CE, mentions the “polymorphous Scylla."^ Lucian, a con- 
temporary of the major Apocryphal Acts, writes about the capacity of 
Eros to change Zeus into many forms (Айа xokspoppov.... @dddrtew).** 
Hippolytus of Rome (died in 235) writes about the “polymorphous 
Attis"? and quotes an invocation to “Gorgo, Mormo, Luna, and the 
Polymorphous One.” Which deity is meant by the latter is uncertain, 
but Horus might be a good candidate (see below). We have to add 
another Egyptian deity who is called “polymorphous” in Oxyrhynchus 
papyrus 1380, dating from the early second century CE. In this source, 
Isis is addressed as “polymorhous” and “of many names." That the 
epithets in this invocation were permanently associated with Isis is 
demonstrated by a passage in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses 11.5, where 
the deity speaks to Lucius: “My divinity is one, worshipped by all the 
world under different forms (multiformi specie), with various rites, and 
by manifold names.” 

‘This brings us to an important aspect of the term “polymorphous” 
when used in connection with deities. Zeus, Attis and Isis were 
undoubtedly popular in the second century CE, worshipped in dif- 
ferent forms across the Mediterranean basin." The point is made 
explicit in Metamorphoses 11, where an extensive list is provided of 
the names under which Isis is worshipped in different countries. The 
cult of Attis or Cybele plays an important role in another chapter of 
‘Metamorphoses, where Lucius, in the form of an ass, carries her statue 
on his back.“ But whereas Zeus/Jove invaded the Mediterranean basin 
with the spread of Hellenism and the Roman Empire, and his worship 
remained tied up with the religion of the state and with the public 
sphere, Cybele and Isis traveled without such infrastructure.” Judaism 








е Hippocrates, Airs, Waters, Places 1232; Aristotle, Historia animalium 6066.18; 
тийеш Им азва 

© Heraclitus, Allegries 70.11.1 (date uncertain). 

* Lucian, Dialogs of the Gods 20.4. 

© Hippolytus, Ref 599. Hippolytus text may postdate the Acts of John, but his 
usage of polymorphy does not seem influenced by i. 

Hippolytus, Ref 1355. 

> СЕ Lalleman 1995, 112. 

> Junod 1982, 40; Garcia 1999, 22. 

> It must be noted that Lucian, Dialogs of the Gods 20.1.4 refers to Zeus adventures 
in different shapes rather than his worship in many forms. 

5 Apuleius, Metamorphoses 824-27. 

Nock 1983, especially pp. 77-98, “How Eastern Cults Travelled” 
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жаз also represented in many places, but its presence was tied up with 
the presence of the Jewish population. Cybele, Isis, Mithras and several 
other popular cults of the time relied on their psychological appeal 
rather than on migration, demographical factors, or political power 
as they traveled. 

In the light of these parallels, I suggest that Christ was called "poly- 
morphous" based on the analogy of Attis and Isis. As Christianity 
crossed geographical, cultural, and social boundaries, the cult and 
its deity necessarily followed other popular religions in developing 
toward polymorphy. In early Christian art and literature, Christ could 
be identified with a number of well-known figures, such as Apollo, 
Asclepius, Dionysus, the eagle (bird of Zeus), Hercules, Helios and 
the shepherd (kriophoros)." The purpose and extent of identification 
varied across time and space. The quick spread of Christianity is prob- 
ably responsible for the fact that Christ did not have a "proper" form. 
‘Thus, whereas Christ had many forms, he actually had none. This issue 
‘might already be addressed in various passages of the New Testament, 
where Jesus teaches that he is present in the form of children, the 
needy, the stranger, the sick, the prisoner, and the apostles." Christ's 
ambiguous shape is signaled in the post-resurrection appearances, 
when his disciples fail to recognize him." Finally, the same ambiguity 
is expressed in passages about Christ's return to earth: “And if anyone 
says to you at that time, ‘Look! Here is the Messiah!’ or "Look! There 
he is'—do not believe it."? Such ambiguities about the appearance of 
Christ contributed to the formation of a particular image of the poly- 
morphous Christ, one that is different from the polymorphous Isis, 
whose polymorphy rather consisted of swallowing up the forms of 
other goddesses. The polymorphy of Christ in the GAJ rather means 
the lack of a proper form, leaving the reader with ever shifting, elu- 
sive images? In sum, the concept of polymorphy in the GAJ was not 
inspired by the transfiguration and post-resurrection narratives (such 











7 Nock 1933, especially pp. 77-98, “The Appeal of these Cults” 

 Detschew 1950, 530; CE Herzog 1950, 798; Bettman 1985; Molinari 2000, 139; 
Rutgers 2000; Trombley 2001, 99-108; Czachesz 2004. 

“Children: Mark 9:37: Matt 185; Luke 9:48. Needy, stranger, sick, prisoner: Matt 
2535-3642-43; Apostles: Matt 10:0; Luke 10-16; John 13-20. 

= Particularly in Luke 2415-16,30-32; and John 20-14-16. 

7 Matt 2423; Mark 1321. 

^ he elusive shape of Christ was interpreted in terms of a negative theology 
(epophatism) at a later stage (see below). 
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as John 20) of the canonical gospels, but rather by the diversity of 
contemporary Christian worship as well as analogies in the religious 
context of the author's community. 

Yet another general feature of the СА] to be discussed іп this соп- 
text is its intriguing theory of miracles. The GAJ contains a series of 
miracles—in fact, apart from the ritual dance, it mainly focuses on 
miraculous episodes from Jesus’ activity on earth. Most of these epi- 
sodes, however, are quite different from the miracle stories known 
from other gospels. The central topic of most of these stories is Jesus’ 
polymorphy (understood in a broad sense). The miracles culminate 
in the crucifixion episode, accompanied by the interpretation of the 
event that is related from the cross of light, according to which the 
Lord did not actually suffer any of the torments which people saw him 
suffer. The final miracle is Christ's ascent to heaven, which is not seen 
by anyone in the multitude (GAJ 1021-3). As we have seen above, in 
the conclusion of the pre-Easter section, John says, “we must at the 
present keep silent about his mighty and wonderful work" (9315-16) 
Since the GAJ in fact contains many miracles, this sentence can be 
interpreted only as an explanation of why some other miracles, known 
ог heard of by the author, were not included in the gospel. 

Whereas the majority of the miracles that are reported in СА] are 
unknown from other gospels, there are three important exceptions: 
the transfiguration of Jesus (reported in two different versions in 
СА] 90), the multiplication of bread (934-10) and the ascension 
(102.1-3). Neither the transfiguration of Jesus nor his ascension occurs 
in the Fourth Gospel. Among the three synoptic versions of the trans- 
figuration scene, Luke's text probably comes closest to the GAJ, both 
containing the information that Jesus took the three disciples to the 
mountaintop to pray. The GAJ reports the ascension with the words, 
“When he had spoken to me these things and others which I know not 
how to say as he would have me, he was taken up (àveàñg@n), without 
any of the multitude having seen him.” Among the different ascension 
episodes in the New Testament (Mark 16:19; Luke 24:51: Acts 1:9), 
the closest parallel is found in the long ending of Mark, “So then the 
Lord Jesus, after he had spoken to them, was taken up (йуейл\нфӨп) 
into heaven and sat down at the right hand of God” (Mark 16:19). 
‘The multiplication of bread is the only miracle that occurs in all four 
canonical gospels. It is remarkable, however, that the GAJ, in agree- 
‘ment with all three synoptic versions of the feeding of the five thou- 
sand (as well as with the story of the feeding of the four thousand in 
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Matthew and Mark) uses the verb zoptéCo when it mentions that eve- 
ryone “was filled" (Mark 6:42; 88 parr.)." whereas the Fourth Gospel 
uses éunixhnut to express this (John 6:12). Moreover, the GAJ sets the 
miracle into the episode of a visit to the house of a Pharisee. This scene 
has various synoptic parallels, yet the closest ones are found in the 
Gospel of Luke. In sum, among the miracles that occur in the Fourth 
Gospel, but not in the synoptics, the GAJ mentions none, whereas it 
does contain miracles (transfiguration and ascension) that occur only 
in the synoptics but not in the Fourth Gospel. Finally, when it comes to 
miracles found both in the synoptics and John, the account of the СА] 
contains no particular reference to the Fourth Gospel's version. The 
way the multiplication of bread is presented in the СА] suggests that 
the author did not know the miracle stories of the Fourth Gospel. 
Тһе GA's terminology of miracles also deserves attention, When 
describing the unutterable character of Jesus’ miracles, the GAJ refers 
to them as "mighty and wonderful works,” in Greek тй nryoria кай 
тё Bavpáora (GAJ 93.15-16). This terminology is different from the 
usage of the Fourth Gospel, which famously calls Jesus’ miracles "signs" 
(отша, e.g, John 2:11,23; 20:30), or "signs and wonders” (onucia 
кай тёрата, John 4:48). This difference in terminology also challenges 
the assumed parallel between the first epilogue of the Fourth Gospel 
and the GAJ's conclusion of Jesus’ ministry, suggested by Lalleman 
(see above). But where does the terminology of the GAJ come from? 
Both weyadeta and avda occur once іп the New Testament, but 
not in the Fourth Gospel: ueraAeîa is found in Acts 2:11, referring. 
to God's miracles, whereas Bavyáora in Matt 21:15 refers to those 
of Jesus. Both words occur frequently in the Septuagint, the epilogue 
of Deuteronomy containing zi байта tà peyáña (Deut 34:12) 
next to ongcia кай тёрата (34:11). We cannot decide with certainty 
whether the GAJ created the phrase from earlier (separate) occurrences 
of both words, borrowed it from the Septuagint,“ or the combination 
жаз already part of Christian usage.” We can conclude, however, that 





2: The exact form, however, is different: èroprúoðnoav in all synoptic passages and 
аорте in GAJ 333. 

Lake 7:36: 11:37; cf Czachese 2007s, 103254. 

* Lalleman 1933 suggested a couple of Old Testament parallel in the Acts of John, 
especially with the LXX Book of Wisdom. He proposed that such similarities sem 
from the general use of Jewish vocabulary in Christian groups. 

' вой Acts of Thomas 141.8-7 and Eusebius, Hist eccl 112 are later occurences 
of the expression. 
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the GAJ did not employ the usual designation of Jesus’ miracles in the 
Fourth Gospel, including the epilogue of John 20:30, and therefore its 
author(s) probably did not borrow from the epilogue. 

‘To sum up the findings of this section, we have seen that various fea- 
tures of the СА] challenge the majority view that this gospel relied on 
the Fourth Gospel. In particular, we have shown that the polymorphic 
Christology of the GAJ does not originate in post-resurrection narra- 
tives. Furthermore, the theme of intimacy between Jesus and John, the 
Beloved Disciple, is an elaboration of Platonic traditions and creates а 
framework for the Christology of the gospel. The presentation of mira- 
cles in the GAJ also draws on sources other than the Fourth Gospel. 
Other earlier suggestions about “borrowings” in the crucifixion scene 
also proved questionable on closer scrutiny. A number of quite inter- 
esting parallels, however, remain between the two texts, which I will 
attempt to explain in the final part of this essay. 





3. PRoro-JoHN: THE HYPOTHESIS OF A COMMON SOURCE BEHIND 
THE GAJ AND THE FOURTH GOSPEL 


We can explain the similarities and differences between the GAJ and 
the Fourth Gospel if we hypothesize the existence of common tradi- 
tion used by both authors. This tradition was probably accessible to 
the authors in the form of an oral gospel narrative. This gospel, which 
T will call Proto-John, was much closer to the present form of the GAJ 
than to the present form of the Fourth Gospel. We can now attempt a 
tentative reconstruction of the content of Proto-John. 

In the previous section I have argued, first, that the themes of poly- 
morphy and the Beloved Disciple in the СА] did not originate in the 
Fourth Gospel ог in other known gospels, and second, that the two 
themes are intertwined as parts of a larger Christological concept. In 
particular, the theme of the Beloved Disciple is more consistent in the 
GAJ than in the Fourth Gospel. 1 suggest that Proto-John featured 
the apostle John as the intimate disciple of Jesus, who learned about the 
true nature of Christ through their affectionate relationship. The nar- 
rative relied on Socratic tradition (particularly on Plato's Symposium) 
to characterize their relationship, and was not lacking in homoerotic 
connotations. The background of this tradition within Christianity was 
the major significance of shared meals, witnessed by the Pauline cor- 
respondence and other passages of the New Testament, as well as a 
whole range of non-canonical literature (including Didache, Ignatius 
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and the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles). In contemporary Greek 
and Roman culture, private dinners, followed by symposia, tradition- 
ally served as the venues of intellectual life and provided important 
settings for sharing and discussing literature.” The occasions created 
by shared meals in early Christian communities probably served as 
important Sitze im Leben for the transmission of a great deal of liter- 
ary tradition. Given the importance of the motif of meals in the whole 
gospel tradition, it would not be surprising if Proto-John reached back 
to the ideal type of Plato's Symposium to epitomize the figure of John 
and his special role as Jesus’ Beloved Disciple. 

Whereas the GAJ makes no mention of the last supper, as known 
from Paul or the canonical gospels, it is quite possible that tradition 
set the ritual dance and the Hymn of Christ (possibly combining more 
than one hymn) into the framework of a final meal shared by Jesus and 
his disciples. Greek and Roman symposia could include both songs 
and dance." In Plato's Symposium, it is decided to compose encomia 
to Eros instead of proceeding with the usual songs (176e-178e). A 
Christian example of using such an opportunity to praise Christ is 
provided by Acts of Thomas 6-7, where the apostle sings the Hymn 
of the Bride in the framework of a symposium, In addition to being 
transmitted as part of a particular last-supper tradition, the Hymn of 
Christ could also have its Sitz im Leben in the meals of the Christians 
who composed it. That Christians practiced dance as part of their 
rituals is altogether feasible in light of contemporary analogies. Ax 
же have seen above, the hymn of СА] 94-96 mentions a number of 
Christ's attributes that are also known from the Fourth Gospel. The "I 
am" sayings that appear in a poetic form here have a different syntax 
in the Fourth Gospel: of the two versions, probably the uniform syntax 
of the sayings in the Fourth Gospel is secondary. Moreover, it is quite 
certain that the long discourses attached to these sayings in the Fourth 
Gospel are written compositions. I suggest, therefore, that the speeches 
of the Fourth Gospel containing the “I am" sayings offer written elabo- 
rations of elements of the original Hymn of Christ. 








= Bolyki 1998. 

© Starr 1987; Johnson 2000. 

< Gross 1979; Binder 1998; Schmitt-Pantel 1998. 

Philo, Contempt 83-85; Dio Chrysostomos, Discourse 12.3% cf. Klauck 2008, 
33-34. For dance in Greco-Roman religions, see Shapiro, Giannotta, von den Ной, 
Lesky et al. 2004, 
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The passion narrative of the GAJ, especially the accompanying teach- 
ing of Christ from the cross of light, is also a written composition in its 
present form. Given the Christological views of the preceding sections, 
it is likely that in an earlier, oral version, Jesus also ascended to heaven 
without undergoing death and resurrection. One can, in fact, omit the 
teaching from the cross of light (chs. 98-101) without interrupting the 
narrative sequence. In Proto-John, Christ could appear to John, who 
fled to the Mount of Olives, tell him he was not actually suffering as 
the crowd thought, and ascend to heaven. 

How was Proto-John used by the author(s) of the Fourth Gospel? 
It is not possible to offer a theory of the composition of the whole 
gospel here. We can identify, however, the most important differences 
vis-a-vis the GAJ, which include the accommodation of its Christology 
to the Pauline and synoptic views and the integration of John's fig- 
ше into the same line of tradition. The Fourth Gospel, like Proto- 
John, contains a great deal of tradition that is unknown from other 
sources, including a sequence of miracles called “signs,” and a number 
of theological discourses presented as Jesus’ speeches. The overall 
composition of the gospel is such that all of these unique traditions 
are eventually streamlined to fit into the Pauline tradition of death, 
resurrection and post-resurrection appearances as well as the synop- 
tic picture of Jesus as a wandering prophet/philosopher and miracle 
worker. First, let us consider briefly how the Fourth Gospel accommo- 
dated the Christology of Proto-John to the Pauline and synoptic view. 
Three important attributes of Christ in Proto-John, that is, "word," 
“light,” and "glory" become the leading motifs of the Johannine pro- 
logue (John 1:1-18). However, the prologue reframes these key terms 
їп such а way that it leaves no doubt about the truly human nature 
of Jesus (“the word became flesh"). which was denied in Proto-John. 
Instead of reporting the miracles of Proto-John, which are strongly 
tied up with its peculiar Christology. the Fourth Gospel relies on the 
miracles ("signs") found in the so-called Semeia source.” Although 
these miracles are often missing from the synoptics, they are, most 
of the time, fully compatible with synoptic Christology. As we have 
noted, the transfiguration and ascension of Jesus are reported in Proto- 
John but not in the Fourth Gospel. This is understandable if we see 





Van Belle 1994. The existence of the Semeia source is not unanimously accepted 
by New Testament scholars, but this does not influence my hypothesis. 
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these episodes as expressions of Proto-Johannine Christology, which 
was mitigated by the author of the Fourth Gospel. Additionally, this 
might indicate that the author of the Fourth Gospel was not familiar 
with the texts of the Synoptic Gospels. The passion narrative reports 
the real suffering, death and resurrection of Jesus, notwithstanding the 
view of Proto-John. It has to be remarked that John 17 connects 
the motifs of suffering and glory in ways that are only implied by the 
Hymn of Christ (GAJ 96), where the interpretation of suffering is fol- 
lowed by the closing doxology of the hymn. Second, let us see how 
the figure of John was altered by the author of the Fourth Gospel. 
Whereas the themes of dining, love, physical contact and knowledge 
form a theological and philosophical unity in Proto-John, this par- 
ticular epistemology and the exclusive position of the apostle is not 
maintained in the Fourth Gospel, where John's authority is balanced 
against that of Peter." John is referred to as the Beloved Disciple, yet 
the exact nature of this “love” is not described. The homoerotic con- 
notations that are evident in Proto-John are downplayed in the Fourth 
Gospel. This might also reflect the adaptation of a distinctively Greek 
tradition (with a positive view of certain forms of homosexuality) to a 
cultural milieu shaped by Jewish conventions (in which homosexuality 
жаз unacceptable). The calling of John and James, with its polymor- 
phic theme, is not mentioned, but perhaps its elements are found in 
the post-Easter appearances of the Fourth Gospel. 

Finally, how did the author(s) of the СА] use the text of Proto- 
John? We cannot decide whether the GAJ in its present form existed 
independently of the Acts of John. We can, however, identify a few 
passages that were probably not in Proto-John but were added when 
the СА) received its final shape. First, these sections include the refer- 
ences to the unutterable character of Jesus’ words and deeds in 88.3-5 
and 93.15-17. These passages reflect the philosophical and theologi- 
cal tradition of apophatism, in terms of which human language can- 
not grasp God, who сап be known only through mystical experience.” 
Although parts of the GAJ lend themselves to such an interpretation 
(for example, John often gains knowledge about Jesus through mys- 





" For an attempt to reconstruct the social dynamics behind the characters of John 
and Peter in the Fourth Gospel, see Theissen 1988; Theisen, Jaillet and Fink 1996, 
209-236; and Theissen 1999, 357-358. 

= Vollenweider 1985, 13-27; Farrow 1998; Widdicombe 2001. For a discussion of 
the Acts of John and apophatism, sce Cachesz 20072, 115-119. 
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tical experience rather than from words), it is certainly not true of 
the text as a whole: these interpretations are probably later additions. 
Second, the teaching from the cross of light, as mentioned above, is 
а piece of written composition that introduces a complex cosmologi- 
cal imagery, which is not otherwise mentioned in the GAJ. Previous 
scholarship identified a number of characteristically Gnostic themes 
in this section.” It is possible that the author of the GAJ wanted to 
criticize the treatment of Proto-John by the author(s) of the Fourth 
Gospel. The statements about Jesus’ miracles could be directed against 
the Fourth бөзрег use of “signs”: in the opinion of the GA's author, 
these reports should not be included in the gospel narrative, because 
they cannot capture the unutterable character of Jesus’ power. The 
teaching from the cross of light, in turn, criticizes the Fourth Gospel's 
use of Christ's attributes found in Proto-John, and reinterprets them 
in light of the final author's own (docetic) Christology.” 

What can we say, in conclusion, about the date and provenance of 
Proto-John? Since it pre-dated the Fourth Gospel, we can provisionally 
date this gospel to the early second century.” The use of йроърйтоу as 
a word for Friday (GAJ 97.5) might provide a clue about the place of 
origin." This evidence, however, does not necessarily point to Syrian 
Christianity in a strict sense, as suggested by Junod and Kaestli.” 
‘The word is a transcription of RAAY, the term used for the day of 
preparation in Aramaic, except in the dialect of Jerusalem." A Greek- 
speaking Christian community could have borrowed the word from 
Aramaic-speaking Jews in one of the multicultural cities of the eastern 
Mediterranean.” As far as the final revision of the GAJ is concerned, it 
could have taken place when the gospel was added to the Acts of John, 
which I earlier located in late second century Alexandria.” 





э Luttikhuizen 1995, 133-147. For other opinions about the Gnostic character of 
chs, 87-105 and 109, sce Lalleman 1998, 31-32, 52-61 

* In spite ofthe debates around this term, "doceti is still the best designation that 
captures the "apparent" humanity of Christ in the tex Lalleman 1998, 204-212. 

? 1 reject the view that the Rylands Papyrus 52 necessitates a first-century date for 
the Fourth Gospel and accept the conclusion of Nongbri (2008, 46) that the manuscript 
can be dated anywhere in the ter second and eariy third centuries.” 

™ Hilgenfeld 190% James 1910. 

7 Junod and Kaestli 1983, 631. 

7 Levy 1881, 22 

* Cf. Rabin 1976. 

© Crachesz 20072, 120-122, with references to alternative proposals. 
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WHOM DID JESUS LOVE MOST? BELOVED DISCIPLES IN 
JOHN AND OTHER GOSPELS 


Marvin Meyer 
Chapman University 


Whom did Jesus love most? Once upon a time this question may have 
been answered with relative confidence and ease, and the typical answer 
to this question is displayed in much of Christian literature and art: 
Jesus loved the Beloved Disciple, specifically as presented in the Gospel 
of John. While the text of the Gospel of John certainly raises a number 
of questions about the figure of the Beloved Disciple—the disciple 
whom Jesus loved—in the gospel narrative, the traditional understand- 
ing has been that the Beloved Disciple may be none other than John 
son of Zebedee, taken to be the author of the Gospel of John. Leonardo 
DaVinci and many others in the history of Christian art thought so, 
and in DaVincis "Last Supper" he paints a young John leaning on Jesus 
as his dear friend and confidant (compare John 13:23-25). In our day, 
in popular culture, Dan Brown in The DaVinci Code also assumes that 
this figure in the painting is the Beloved Disciple, though he suggests a 
dramatically different identity of who the person actually might be. 
With careful and sometimes innovative study of the Gospel of John, 
especially in modern times, the complexities of the Gospel of John 
are becoming increasingly apparent and the identity of the Beloved 
Disciple is open for renewed discussion." Furthermore, over the past 
several decades the discovery of new manuscripts, often in the sands of 
Egypt. has made available a number of previously unknown Christian 
texts that contribute to the discussion of the Beloved Disciple, or 
beloved disciples, in the early church. These manuscript discoveries 
include the (supposed) discovery of the Secret Gospel of Mark in the 
library of the Mar Saba Monastery; the discovery of Berlin Gnostic 
Codex 8502, perhaps deriving from Akhmim; the discovery of the 
Nag Hammadi library at the base of the Jabal al-Tarif in Upper Egypt: 
and the more recent discovery of Codex Tchacos, apparently from the 





* Cf, for example, Schenke 1986; Meyer 2003; and Dunderberg 2006. 
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region of al-Minya. The study of these texts sheds new light on the 
quest for the Beloved Disciple, and now we seem to have before us 
more beloved disciples than we ever imagined before. 

So who, according to early Christian sources, might be the follower 
Jesus loved most? In asking this question, 1 do not intend to address 
the broader issue of the role of love in accounts of the proclamation of 
Jesus or in descriptions of relationships among Jesus and the follow- 
ers of Jesus. Nor do I seek to trace the widespread use of such words 
as éyaxmtós ог neprt for "loved" or "beloved" and related verbs and 
similar terms as they are applied to a variety of followers of Jesus as 
well as the students of other teachers in the world of Mediterranean 
antiquity. Rather, in this essay I survey the figures who are singled 
out in early Christian literature—much of which may be dated to the 
first two centuries CE or may contain traditions deriving from the 
first centuries—as those favored beyond others among the disciples 
of Jesus? 


1. THE Your WITHOUT А NAME—OR LAZARUS 


According to the Gospel of Mark, the earliest New Testament gospel, 
a certain obscure and unnamed veavioxos plays a minor role as a 
youth who wears a linen robe and nothing more and leaves it behind, 
апд so goes streaking through the garden at the time of the arrest of 
Jesus (14:51-52). A vearviaxos is also mentioned in the account of the 
events following the crucifixion, and this veavioxos (the same charac- 
ter?) is found in the tomb of Jesus, where he is wearing a white robe 
and proclaiming Jesus to the women (16:1-8). The latter figure of the 
vecrviexos seems not to function as an angel, though Matthew appar- 
ently takes him as such (28:1-10) and Luke envisions two angelic men 
(24:1-11) at the tomb. 

Since the announcement by Morton Smith of the discovery in the 
Judean desert, at the Mar Saba Monastery, of a letter of Clement of 
‘Alexandria with references to and quotations from a Secret Gospel of 
Mark, new data on a Markan veavioxos—or the Markan veavioxos— 
has been made accessible, though the controversy that has swirled 


= The present essay builds on preliminary work in Meyer 2003, 135-148 
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around the manuscript has cast a shadow over the discussion. In the 
past few years two books have been published (Stephen Carlson, The 
Gospel Hoax; Peter Jeffery, The Secret Gospel of Mark Unveiled) that 
offer aggressive challenges to the honesty and integrity of Smith's 
work, and he has been charged with perpetuating a hoax and a fraud, 
Meanwhile, other scholars (particularly Scott С. Brown, and now also 
Allan J. Pantuck) have been busily involved in answering and refuting 
these charges, and the debate continues. For the sake of this essay, 
and in recognition of the distinguished career of Morton Smith, I here 
assume the authenticity of the Mar Saba letter of Clement as well as 
the Secret Gospel of Mark. 

‘Two passages from the Secret Gospel of Mark are mentioned in the 
letter of Clement, and both describe activities of a veaviaxos. The first 
fragment, to be placed, according to the letter of Clement, after Mark 
10:34, reads as follows: 


‘And they come to Bethany. This woman whose brother had died was 
there, She came and knelt before Jesus and says to him, “Son of David, 
have mercy on me.” But the disciples rebuked her. Then Jesus became 
angry and went with her into the garden where the tomb was. At once 
а loud voice was heard from the tomb, and Jesus went up and rolled 
the stone away from the door of the tomb. At once he went in where 
the youth (д veaviexos) was. He reached out his hand, took him by the 
hand, and raised him up. The youth looked at Jesus and loved him, and 
he began to beg him to be with him. Then they left the tomb and went 
into the youth's house (eis tiv oixíav тоб veavioxou), for he was rich. 
Six days later Jesus told him what to do, and in the evening the youth 
(6 veavioxos) comes to him wearing a linen shroud over his naked body. 
Не stayed with him that night, for Jesus was teaching him the mystery 
of the kingdom of God. And from there he got up and returned to the 
other side of the Jordan." 


‘The second, short fragment, to be placed after Mark 10:46a, reads as 
follows: "The sister of the youth whom Jesus loved (h ûšekpî тоб 
weavioxov бу йүйла сіту ó noz) was there, along with his mother 
and Salome, but Jesus did not receive them.” 

А case can be made, as I have tried to make such a case elsewhere, 
that the fragments of Secret Mark, if authentic, may reflect a version of 








2 On the Secret Gospel of Mark, сі Smith 19733; Smith 1973b; Smith 1982; Meyer 
2005: SG. Brown 2005. 

* Unless otherwise indicated, all the translations of primary texts in this essay are 
my own. 
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the Gospel of Mark that precedes what we now call canonical Mark? 
Further, it may be, as I have also argued, that the figure of the veavioxos 
in the Markan tradition (perhaps interpreted to include the story of 
the so-called rich young ruler, who had kept the commandments 
“from youth” [ёк vedrntos] and is loved by Jesus, according to Mark 
10:17-22, the references to the veavioxos in the other Markan pas- 
sages cited, and the fragments of Secret Mark) communicates a subplot 
оп discipleship in the Markan tradition. According to the narrative of 
this subplot, a certain youth, a veavioxos, experiences the vicissitudes 
of discipleship, but he is there in the tomb of Jesus, identifying with 
Jesus and proclaiming his risen life, at the end of the gospel. He has 
no name, but he loves Jesus and in turn he is loved by Jesus; he is the 
unnamed youth "whom Jesus loved." He may function, if my argu- 
‘ment is convincing, as a literary figure rather than an historical figure 
in the Gospel of Mark. The veavíoxos, beloved of Jesus, is everyman, 
everywoman, who may hear the gospel, follow Jesus, and be loved. 
"The parallels between the story of the veaviaxos in the Gospel of 
Mark (including the Secret Gospel of Mark) and the figure of Lazarus 
in the Gospel of John have been clear since the initial publication of 
the Secret Gospel of Mark, and from that time it has been suggested that 
the story of the Markan veavioxos preceded the story of the Johannine 
Beloved Disciple. Morton Smith himself concludes that “there can be 
no question that the story in the longer text of Mk. is more primitive 
іп form than the story of Lazarus in Ја.“ Some scholars concur with 
Smith, some do not. Features of the story of Lazarus in John 11 recall 
the account of the Markan veaviaxos, especially from the fragments of 
Secret Mark in the letter of Clement, and Lazarus is said to be loved by 
Jesus in four passages in the Gospel of John: Lazarus is the one whom 
Jesus loved (öv феї, 11:3); Jesus loved (Дүйла) Martha, her sister, 
and Lazarus (11:5); Jesus calls Lazarus our friend (or, our loved one, 6 
ос iw, 11:11); and those who are around say of Jesus, “Look how 
he loved him" (ібе кі; ёл асбу, 11:36). Thus, it might be sug- 
gested that the literary figure of the veavioxos as a beloved disciple has 
been historicized as the beloved Lazarus in the Johannine tradition. 


> Meyer 2003, 109-134. 
* Smith 19733, 156. 
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2. JOHN, MAYBE THE SON OF ZEBEDEE, OR PERHAPS JUDAS THOMAS, 
OR MARY MAGDALENE 


‘The place and identity of the Beloved Disciple in the Johannine tra- 
dition has been discussed by scholars in countless publications, and 
this is a prominent theme in the present volume. The textual situa- 
tion concerning the Beloved Disciple in John is made complicated by 
the presence in the text of Lazarus, said to be loved in John 11, along 
with a certain unnamed disciple (or disciples?) said to be loved by 
Jesus, "another disciple and still other figures. The Beloved Disciple is 
explicitly mentioned in four passages in the Gospel of John in addition 
to the Lazarus account.” 

(1) Inthe Johannine account of the last supper, when Jesus announces 
that a disciple will betray him, Peter asks one of the disciples to find 
ош who the betrayer might be, and that disciple addressed by Peter is 
identified as the Beloved Disciple: 


Опе of his disciples, whom Jesus loved (els ік ту родхду aoi. 
iv йуйла 6 ообу), was reclining in the bosom of Jesus. Simon Peter 
beckons to him to ask who it might be of whom he speaks. Leaning thus 
оп the breast of Jesus, he says to him, “Lord, who is it?” (13:23-25) 


Jesus proceeds to give indication that Judas is the one who will betray 
him (1326). 

(2) According to the Johannine passion narrative, several women 
are standing by the cross, as are two others: 


Jesus, seeing his mother and the disciple whom he loved (civ anti. 
ду тха) standing near, says to his mother, “Woman, look, your son.” 
‘Then he says to the disciple, "Look, your mother.” And from that hour 
the disciple took her to his own house.” (19:26-27) 


We shall return to this passage below. 

(3) According to John 20:1-2, after the crucifixion Mary Magdalene 
goes to the tomb of Jesus and discovers that the stone had been moved, 
‘The account continues, “So she runs and comes to Simon Peter and to 
the other disciple, whom Jesus loved (tov dAAov набптйу öv ішігі û 
доо), and says to them, “They have taken the lord from the tomb, 
and we do not know where they have laid him'" (20:2). Peter and the 


7 On the Beloved Disciple in the Gospel of John in general, cf. RE. Brown 1966: 
1970, among numerous other studies. 
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other disciple (6 832о рабт. 20:3) run to the tomb, and while the 
other disciple reaches the tomb before Peter (20:4), and looks inside, 
he himself does not enter until Peter does so. “Then,” it is said, "the 
other disciple, who came to the tomb first, also entered, and he saw 
and believed” (20:8). 

(4) The final passage that refers to the Beloved Disciple occurs in the 
epilogue to the Gospel of John (chapter 21). There it is maintained that 
the risen Christ reveals himself to his disciples and discusses the topic 
of love with Peter, and he makes mention of the Beloved Disciple. It is 
the Beloved Disciple who initially recognizes Jesus according to John 
21:7: “That disciple whom Jesus loved (6 paðnrhg éxeivos ду үйл д 
"Incoós) says to Peter, "It is the lord.” Later, this Beloved Disciple is 
linked to the one who is leaning on Jesus at the last supper: 


Peter, turning, sees the disciple whom Jesus loved (сӛз paðnrhv öv ina. 
û ooi) following, who also was leaning on his breast at the supper, 
and said, “Lord, who is it that is going to betray you?” Peter, seeing him, 
says to Jesus, "Lord, what about him?” Jesus says to him, “If I want him 
to remain until 1 come, what is that to you? As for you, follow me.” So 
this saying spread to the brothers, that this disciple is not to die, but 
Jesus did not say to him that he was not to die, but rather, “If want him 
to remain until I come, what is that to you?” (21:20-23) 





Near the very end of the epilogue, the author or editor of the chap- 
ter writes that this Beloved Disciple is in fact the witness who stands 
behind the Johannine tradition as an authority figure: “This is the dis- 
ciple who bears witness concerning these things and who has written 
these things, and we know that his witness is true” (21:24). 

In his study of the Beloved Disciple traditions, Hans-Martin 
Schenke is certainly correct when he observes, “The figure of the 
Beloved Disciple is admittedly one of the great puzzles in the mys- 
terious Fourth Gospel." In the history of the scholarly study of the 
Johannine Beloved Disciple, attempts have been made to connect the 
Beloved Disciple with some historical figure—John son of Zebedee, 
of course, and also John Mark, John the presbyter, Matthias, Paul, 
Andrew, or some other disciple, including those mentioned here, or 
else a Johannine character considered to be the authoritative witness 
of the Gospel of John’—but Schenke doubts that the issue actually has 
to do with any historical figure of a beloved disciple. Schenke surveys 





* Schenke 1986, 114. 
* CE Dunderberg 2006. 


WHOM DID JESUS LOVE MOST? BELOVED DISCIPLES 7% 


other figures who function as beloved disciples—a task we are under- 
taking here as well—and he concludes that “the Beloved Disciple pas- 
sages are only a simple fiction of the redactor.” He states, 


Reference is made to the alleged Beloved Disciple in the same way as the 
Pastorals refer to Paul. The function of the Beloved Disciple is to ground 
the Fourth Gospel (and the tradition of the Christian group in which it 
originates and has its influence) in the eyewitness testimony of one who 
was especially intimate with Jesus. This kind of deception may find its 
explanation and, what is more, йз justification, only within a particular 
historical situation of conflict, The circumstances, however, do not point 
toa conflict within the group, but rather to a confrontation with another 
Christian (Petrine) tradition.” 


Of the other beloved disciples in early Christian literature, Schenke 
is most intrigued by Judas Thomas, and he proposes that it is Judas 
‘Thomas who, as a close disciple and beloved brother of Jesus in the 
‘Thomas literature, may have served as the prototype or “historical 
model” for the Beloved Disciple in the Gospel of John. There are prob- 
lems with Schenkes proposal, in my estimation, but his theory does 
address the prominent role of Thomas—doubting Thomas or Thomas 
the pious Syrian apostle—in the Johannine gospel and the Syrian liter- 
ary tradition. Further, another beloved brother of Jesus, James the Just, 
has also been proposed, now by Wilhelm Pratscher, as possibly also 
being connected to the figure of the Beloved Disciple in John." We 
shall turn to James the Just as well below. 

Esther de Boer, echoing some of the work of Ramon Jusino, pro- 
vides a different analysis of the Beloved Disciple passages in the Gospel 
of John and draws an entirely different conclusion." According to de 
Boer, the best candidate for resolving the question of who the Beloved 
Disciple is in the Gospel of John must be Mary Magdalene. Though 
repressive elements of those opposed to the authority of female dis- 
cipleship may obscure the true role of Mary Magdalene in Johannine 
tradition, de Boer declares, a close reading of texts central for our 
understanding of the Beloved Disciple may elucidate who the Beloved 
Disciple and author of the Gospel of John truly is. For example, in 
the account of the mother of Jesus and the Beloved Disciple at the 
cross in John 19, Jesus addresses his mother as "woman." but he never 








"< Pratscher 1987, as noted in Dunderberg 2006, 180-187. 
э Jusino 1998; de Boer 2000. 
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addresses the Beloved Disciple with a gender-specific vocative. So, if 
we read the passage with eyes sympathetic to de Boer's thesis, when 
Jesus tells his mother to look at her son, he may mean that Mother 
Mary should look at Jesus on the cross, and when he tells the Beloved 
Disciple to look at Mary as mother, he may be inviting the Beloved 
Disciple Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Jesus to find hope 
and identity in each other. (The retention of the masculine possessive 
pronoun in the phrase “his own house” could simply stem from the 
gender of the word wants, or it could reflect complexities in the 
editing of the gospel.) As de Boer observes, “The ultimate importance 
of the scene in 19:26-27 lies in Jesus’ invitation to his mother to look 
away from her dying son to find him, alive, in the disciple he loved.” 
Оп the basis of such analysis, de Boer sees wide-ranging and provoca- 
tive consequences for the study of the Beloved Disciple and her likely 
place in the early Christian movement: 


1 conclude that Mary Magdalene should be seen as a serious candi- 
date for the identification of the anonymous disciple Jesus loved in the 
Gospel of John. If we indeed look upon her as an important candidate, 
this has consequences for our general perspective on Mary Magdalene, 
She would have had disciples, her testimony would have formed a com- 
munity, her accounts not only of the death and resurrection of Jesus, but 
also of his life and teachings, would have been preserved. But not only 
that, her words would have been canonized and taught through the ages, 
and spread over the world.” 





3. MARY MAGDALENE, THE COMPANION OF JESUS, ALONG WITH HER 
BELOVED FRIENDS 


Beyond the Gospel of John and the other New Testament texts, the 
figure of Mary Magdalene occupies а significant place as a disciple 
and follower of Jesus, and she is designated as a disciple whom Jesus 
loved more than the other women or the other disciples in a number of 
texts. In some of these texts she is plainly understood to be a beloved 
disciple." 

In the Gospel of Mary, the first text of Berlin Gnostic Codex 8502, 
Mary (almost always identified by scholars as Mary Magdalene on the 
basis of parallels elsewhere) is the central and most significant disci- 


^^ De Вост 2000. 
Оп Mary Magdalene and the Gospel of Mary, cf. Haskins 1993; de Boer 2000; 
Brock 2002; King 2003; de Boer 2004; Meyer 2004. 
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ple of Jesus on the extant pages of the gospel. When the disciples are 
weeping in grief, it is Mary who stands up, greets them, and offers 
words of insight and comfort about the savior Jesus: “Do not weep 
or grieve or be in doubt, for his grace will be with you all and will 
protect you. Rather, let us praise his greatness, for he has prepared 
us and made us truly human.” The text continues, "When Mary said 
this, she turned their hearts to the good, and they began to discuss the 
words of the [savior]” (9). Peter then addresses Mary: "Sister, we know 
the savior loved you more than any other woman (Towne тї 
хе NEPENTUP OYAME нзоүо NAPA пкесевпе n 
words of the savior that you remember, which you know but we do 
not, because we have not heard them” (10). Mary responds to Peter 
by saying, “What is hidden from you I shall reveal to you,” and she 
recounts a special vision of the master Jesus. Following the account of 
the vision (and a long lacuna), Andrew and Peter, brothers in anger 
and chauvinism, protest against Mary as a woman, Peter plays the 
gender card and says about Jesus, "Did he really speak with a woman 
in private, without our knowledge? Should we all turn and listen to 
her? Did he prefer her to us?” (17). Such hostility between Peter and 
Mary Magdalene is also attested in the Gospel of Thomas and the Pistis 
Sophia, and it may call to mind the tension between Peter and the 
Beloved Disciple in the Gospel of John. Eventually, in the Gospel of 
Mary, Levi opposes Peter and defends Магу, and he says, "Peter, you 
always are angry. Now I see you arguing against this woman like an 
adversary. If the savior made her worthy, who are you to reject her? 
Surely the savior knows her well. That is why he has loved her more 
than us” (ere nai aqoyowt Пооүо spon, 18). 

In the Gospel of Philip, from the Nag Hammadi library, Mary 
Magdalene is called the companion (коннонос:, әштре) of Jesus. On 
опе occasion a meditation in the Gospel of Philip distinguishes among 
the three Marys: “Three women always walked with the master: Mary 
his mother, chis» sister (ог, without emendation, her sister), and 
Mary Magdalene, who is called his companion (reqromonoc). For 
Mary is the name of his sister, his mother, and his companion” 
(reupwrpe, 59). Another time Mary Magdalene is described as the 
most beloved of the disciples: 


Wisdom, who is called barren, is the mother of the angels. The com- 

(Frikomonoc) of the [savior] is Mary Magdalene. The [savior 
loved] her more than [ай] the disciples, [and he] kissed her often on 
her [mouth]. The other [disciples]... said to him, “Why do you love her 
more than all of us?” The savior answered and said to them, “Why do 1 
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not love you like her? Ifa blind person and one who can see are both in 
darkness, they are the same. When the light comes, one who can see will 
see the light, and the blind person will stay in darkness.” (63-64) 
‘The restoration of lacunae in this passage may be accepted with a 
considerable amount of confidence, except for the word "[mouth]; 
[ranpo], which may be restored variously." The reference to kissing 
can be interpreted variously, though in the Gospel of Philip а ritual kiss 
with a spiritual intent may be most likely; note also may be taken of 
the additional reference a few pages earlier in the Gospel of Philip (“The 
perfect conceive and give birth through a kiss. That is why we also kiss 
each other. We conceive from the grace within each other? 59). 

Other texts likewise highlight the place of Mary Magdalene among. 
the disciples, though not always in the language of being a beloved dis- 
ciple. In the Dialogue of the Savior, also from the Nag Hammadi library, 
Mary is a major dialogue partner (along with the other disciples Judas 
and Matthew) with Jesus, and after she utters words of wisdom reminis- 
cent of sayings of Jesus, itis said, "She spoke this utterance as a woman 
who understood everything (or, understood completely, 139)." In the 
Pistis Sophia Jesus tells Mary that she is exalted above her brothers and 
all women on earth, and though she is harshly opposed by Peter, she is 
vindicated by Jesus. Jesus pronounces her blessed (тиката, 17), and 
announces that she is a pure, spiritual woman (or, pure, spiritual one 
[feminine], тєпнєүнхтїки бәілікршес, 87). At the same time, Jesus in 
the Pistis Sophia also addresses some of Mary's fellow disciples, includ- 
ing Philip, John, Matthew, and James, as "beloved" (перт), and he 
even calls the disciples as a group “my beloved” (ихнєрхтє). There is 
enough love for all the disciples in the Pistis Sophia. 

Lastly, in a song from the Manichaean Psalms of Heracleides in the 
 Manichaean Psalmbook, Mary is portrayed, poetically, in a scene fash- 
опей after the gently erotic account of Mary at the tomb of Jesus in 
John 20:1-18, an account which itself recalls the depiction of a woman 
seeking her lover in Song of Songs 3:1-5. In the Manichaean song Jesus 
asks Mary to be his messenger, his apostle, the apostle to the apostles: 


Cast this sadness away 
and perform this service. 

Ве my messenger to these lost orphans. 
Hurry, with јоу, go to the eleven. 





© Possibilities for restoration are suggested in Layton 1989, 1:168-169. 
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You will find them gathered on the bank of the Jordan. 
‘The traitor convinced them to fish 
as they did earlier, 
and to lay down the nets 
in which they caught people for life. 
Jesus adds, 


Use all your skill and knowledge 
ший you bring the sheep to the shepherd. 
"Ihe song concludes, 
Glory to Mary, 
because she has listened to her master, 
[she has] carried out his instructions. 


with joy in her whole heart. 
[Glory and] triumph to the soul of blessed Mary (тихкар Пиар)“ 


4. JUDAS THOMAS THE TWIN 


Among the texts that were produced in the rich Syrian heritage of 
‘Thomas Christianity are the Gospel of Thomas and the Book of Thomas, 
both from Codex II of the Nag Hammadi library, and these texts 
present Judas Thomas, in contrast to the Johannine figure of doubt- 
ing Thomas, as an intimate disciple who has few doubts. The Gospel 
of Thomas refers to Thomas only twice within the text. At the opening 
of the text, in the prologue, Thomas is named as the recorder of the 
hidden sayings of Jesus and, by implication, the guarantor of the Jesus 
tradition. The gospel opens, “These are the hidden sayings that the liv- 
ing Jesus spoke and Judas Thomas the Twin recorded.” The designation 
of Judas the Twin (in two languages: ownac, from Aramaic or Syriac, 
and млүнос, from Greek) rehearses the common preoccupation in 
Syrian literature that Judas was the twin brother of Jesus. According 
to the New Testament gospels, Jesus had a brother named Judas, and 
the Syrian Christian heritage continues this tradition and adds that 
Judas is the twin brother. This conviction that Judas is the twin of 
Jesus is probably based at least in part on a deeper understanding of 
the concept of the spiritual twin known, for example, from the Hymn 





* On references to the beloved in the Pistis Sophia and the Manichacar Psalmbook, 
cf Meyer 2004, 64-73; and Dunderberg 2006, 180. 
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of the Pearl in the Acts of Thomas. Later in the Gospel of Thomas, in 
saying 13, Thomas is the one, and not Peter or Matthew, who seems to 
have the correct answer—or no-answerto the question of Jesus about 
who he is and what he is like, and Jesus withdraws with Thomas and 
speaks three unspecified sayings or words to him. This puzzling state- 
ment may be intended to prompt a creative response in the reader, who 
тау thereby be encouraged to take the place of Thomas and interact 
with Jesus and his wise sayings.” 

The Book of Thomas is more overt in identifying Judas Thomas as 
the Beloved Disciple. The Book of Thomas presents sayings of Jesus 
іп dialogue with Thomas as well as а monologue of Jesus. The text 
begins by referring to the Book of Thomas as hidden sayings of Jesus, 
as with the Gospel of Thomas, but in this case Judas Thomas is taken 
to be the partner in conversation with Jesus and a certain Mathaias 
is said to be the scribal recorder. Jesus (called the savior) addresses 
Judas Thomas as "brother Thomas" (ncan ownac) and “my brother 
"Thomas" (nacon ownac), and instructs him in wisdom. Jesus says, 





Since it is said that you are my twin (nacos) and my true friend 
(inasre), examine yourself and understand who you are, how you 
exist, and how you will come to be. Since you are to be called my brother 
(ихсо{н)), it is not fitting for you to be ignorant of yourself. (138) 


Jesus notes that Judas Thomas may also be described as a person of 
knowledge, and he says, on Thomas and his quest for knowledge, “So 
while you are walking with me, though you do lack understanding, 
already you have obtained knowledge and you will be called one who 
knows himself” (138). 

Hans-Martin Schenke has singled out the passage where Jesus says 
to Thomas, “You are my twin and my true friend,” and he has given it 
special attention, on account of what he perceives to be its relevance 
for the tradition of the Beloved Disciple, even in the Gospel of John. 
Schenke translates the Coptic of this passage back into Greek (ignoring 
the reference to the twin) as ai сі... өідо pov б dAnfBtós, which he 
presents in Johannine syntax and style as gù ct àv өзі (nó (in the 
second person singular), or aùtóç éonv ду ёрйма ûÃnêûç 6 соб, 
"he himself is the one whom Jesus truly loved" (in the third person 











* On Thomas in the Gospel of Thomas, the Book of Thomas, and other literature, сі: 
Layton 1989; Meyer 1992; Patterson 1995: Valantasis 1997; Patterson, Robinson and 
Бае 1998; Uro 1998; and DeConick 2006. 
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singular). This, naturally. compares well in Greek with the Johannine 
statements on the Beloved Disciple." 

We need not travel all the way along the path of the Beloved Disciple 
with Hans-Martin Schenke, however, to appreciate the fact that he has 
helped to highlight the status of Judas Thomas as a beloved disciple 
among some Christians in the world of Syrian Christianity. 


5. JAMES THE JUST, THE BROTHER OF JESUS—WITH PETER, 
AND THOSE WHO ARE то COME 


In Gospel of Thomas saying 12, James the Just, leader of the church in 
Jerusalem, is mentioned, and this brief reference may help us antici- 
pate his more dominant place in texts of the Nag Hammadi codices 
and Codex Теһасов. In the Gospel of Thomas the question of com- 
munity leadership is raised, and Jesus responds, with a nice Jewish or 
Jewish-Christian flair, in the attribution of honor due to James, “Мо 
matter where you have come from, you are to go to James the Just, 
for whose sake heaven and earth came into being” While this saying 
praises James the Just. the next saying (13), placed in juxtaposition to 
saying 12, seems to shift the focus of importance to Judas Thomas. 
Тһе historical person of James the Just was the brother of Jesus and 
the early leader of the Jerusalem church, as New Testament and early 
Christian sources indicate, and these factors provide the background 
for the accounts concerning James in the Secret Book of James and the 
Revelations of James (usually entitled the First and Second Revelations 
of James). In the Secret Book of James, James is coupled with Peter as 
both are in a conversation with Jesus recorded in a book that, James 
writes, he composed in Hebrew. Both James and Peter are called beloved 
(nepet) in the Secret Book of James (10), and Jesus says to them that 
if they do the father's will, "he will love you (plural; quanẸpe тине), 
make you my equal, and consider you beloved (ulppe]rr) through his 
forethought, and by your own choice” (5). James himself is made to 
reflect upon those who will come after. who will also be beloved, when 
he observes near the end of the text, after the apostles are sent out into 





© Schenke 1986, 123. 
* On James the just and the literature on James, cf. Bernheim 1997; Painter 1997; 
Chilton and Evans 1999; Chilton and Neusner 2001; and Tabor 2006, 
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the world, “I myself went up to Jerusalem. praying that I might acquire 
а share with the beloved ones (йиррє 1) who are to appear" (16). 

Тһе First Revelation of James consists of a dialogue between Jesus 
and James on issues of death and a Gnostic understanding of mortal- 
ity and immortality, with a short account of the martyrdom of James 
appended at the end. In this text Jesus addresses James as “my brother,” 
as he addresses Judas Thomas in the Book of Thomas, but here in the 
Nag Hammadi version he indicates that their relationship is spirit- 
ual: “For not without reason have I called you my brother (nacon), 
though you are not physically my brother (виток nacon apt эй 
oyan an). I know you well. So when I give you a sign, pay attention 
and listen” (24), (The Codex Tchacos version of Jesus’ remarks are as 
follows: “For not without reason are you called brother though 
[you] are not physically a brother [axa TR] оүсон an эн oyan]. 
But you are ignorant concerning yourself, so that [I] shall tell you who 
Гат, Listen” [10].) Nearer the end of the text, James is described as 
he stops praying, embraces Jesus, and kisses him (31; in the Tchacos 
version Jesus embraces James, James says, and kisses him (19].)"" 

Тһе Second Revelation of James, in which James discourses on Jesus 
and the nature of salvation, echoes somewhat similar sentiments, with 
а bit more language of the beloved. According to this text, too, as 
James recalls, Jesus had addressed James as "my brother” (“Hello, my 
brother; brother, hello”), and their mother had explained what Jesus 
‘meant. James states, 


As I raised my [head] to look at him (Jesus), mother said to me, "Don't 
be afraid, my son, because he said to you, "My brother’ (nacon). You 
were both nourished with the same milk. That is why he says to me, 
"My mother.’ He is not a stranger to us; he is your stepbrother (псон 
[i2alnexeiwr ne). [1 ат] not...” (50) 











Here the text is unclear, and the Coptic may be read as “he is the brother 
Tof] your father" or “he is the brother [Ьу way of] your father? and the 
‘meaning may be that Jesus is the stepbrother, the foster brother, or the 
cousin of James." A few pages later in the Second Revelation of James, 


> The translations of the First and Second Revelations of James from the Nag 
Hammadi ibrary are by Wolf-Pter Funk, in Meyer 2007b, 521-342; the translation 
of James (the Fist Revelation of James) from Codex Tehacos, and the translation of 
the Gospel of Judas (below), are from Kasser, Meyer, Wurst and Gaudard 2007 and (in 
the case ofthe Gospel of Judas) Kasser, Meyer, Wurst and Gaudard 2008. 

SCE the note from Wolf Peter Funk in Meyer 207b, 336. 
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James reports about the time that Jesus kissed him, as in the First 
Revelation of James, and called him beloved. The entire passage, put in 
the words of James, depicts James as the beloved spiritual brother and 
disciple of Jesus, and he comes to knowledge and embraces Jesus with 
what seems to be a spiritual embrace: 


He kissed me on the mouth and embraced me, saying, "My beloved 
(raneprr)! Look, I shall reveal to you what the heavens have not known, 
nor their rulers... My beloved (rane[prr]), understand and know these 
things, [that] you may come forth from this womb and be as I am. 
Look, I shall reveal to you what [is hidden]. Reach out your [hand] and 
embrace me." At once reached out my (hands), but I did not find him 
as 1 thought he would be. After this 1 heard him say, "Understand, and 
embrace me.” Then I understood, and 1 was afraid, yet I rejoiced with 
great joy. (56-57) 


6. JUDAS ISCARIOT IN THE GOSPEL OF JUDAS? 


There is little love in the Gospel of Judas, and strictly speaking no real 
beloved disciple, unless the love and the beloved are lost in a lacuna, 
"This text now known from Codex Tchacos features Judas Iscariot, 
though the precise interpretation of his role in the text is disputed 
among scholars. In any case, whether or not Judas is the prototypal 
disciple in the Gospel of Judas, he is not described as a beloved disciple. 
Perhaps like Peter in the Synoptic Gospels and particularly the Gospel 
of Matthew, Judas is the leading disciple in the Gospel of Judas, and he 
has the correct confession of who Jesus is. Like Peter, he too has issues 
and problems, and if Jesus can turn to Peter in Mark and Matthew and 
tell him, "Get behind me, Satan," he can refer to Judas in the Gospel 
of Judas as the “thirteenth daimon” Peter denies Jesus, Judas hands 
him over to the authorities, with similar language in the two instances. 
In time, Peter ends up in St. Peter's church in Rome and Judas is in 
the lowest circle of Dantes hell with Brutus and Cassius, yet in their 
respective texts they are the first among the disciples. But in spite of 
their prominence, neither one is specifically called a beloved disciple, 
though Peter has, we have seen, a brush with being beloved in the 
Secret Book of James. They are both awarded considerable status, but 
they are described in other terms than those of a loved disciple? 





22 On Judas Iscariot and the Gospel of Judas, cf Ehrman 2006; DeConick 2007; 
Kasser, Meyer, Wurst and Gaudard 2007; King and Pagels 2007; Meyer 20073; Kasser, 
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Judas Iscariot in the Gospel of Judas is the one disciple among the 
twelve (or thirteen) who spends private time in dialogue with Jesus. 
‘The text opens with an incipit that places Judas in the company of 
Jesus, just before the time of the crucifixion: “The secret word of dec- 
laration by which Jesus spoke in conversation with Judas Iscariot, dur- 
ing eight days, three days before he celebrated Passover (or, three days 
before his passion, 33).” When the disciples assemble, they all have 
ап incorrect profession of who Jesus is, except Judas, who correctly 
confesses, in Sethian Gnostic terms, that Jesus is the exalted child of 
the divine. Judas says, “I know who you are and where you have come 
from. You have come from the immortal acon of Barbelo. And 1 am 
not worthy to utter the name of the one who has sent you” (35). Jesus 
recognizes “that he (Judas) was reflecting upon the rest (of the things) 
that are exalted,” and so he takes him aside to teach him “the mysteries 
of the kingdom.” Eventually Jesus provides Judas with a cosmological 
revelation of the creation of the universe and the career of the light of 
the divine, and that revelation, which dominates the central portion of 
the Gospel of Judas, contains much of the gnosis needed for salvation 
and enlightenment. Toward the end of the gospel, after Jesus predicts 
that Judas will sacrifice the man who bears him (the mortal body that 
the true, spiritual Jesus has been using), he says to Judas, “Look, you 
have been told everything. Lift up your eyes and look at the cloud 
and the light within it and the stars surrounding it. And the star that 
leads the way is your star" (57). The text then comes to a close, with 
unfortunate lacunae and an understated scene of Judas handing over 
the mortal body of Jesus to be crucified. 

In his essay in the National Geographic edition of the Gospel of 
Judas, Rodolphe Kasser describes what he judges to be a probable 
reaction among some readers to the figure of Judas in the context of 
the other disciples in the gospel: 


We smile at ће educational dialogues of the “Master” (Rabbi) with his 
disciples of limited spiritual intelligence, and even with the most gifted 
among them, the human hero of this “Gospel,” Judas the misunder- 
stood— whatever his weaknesses. We also have reasons to smile rather 
than to moan at ће message previously lost to us, miraculously resusci- 
tated, emerging today from its long silence.” 


Meyer, Wurst and Gaudard 2008; and Scopello 2008. The parallels between Judas as 
the first of the disciples in the Gospel of Judas and Peter as the first of the disciples in 
the Synoptic Gospels (especially Matthew and Mark) merit further consideration. 

= Kasser, Meyer, Wurst and Gaudard 2008, 78. 
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Judas may be seen, within the current discussion of the interpretation 
of the Gospel of Judas, as “most gifted” even something of a “human 
hero—for Birger Pearson, “a tragic hero™—in the text. Although he 
may not be described in the language of love used for a beloved dis- 
ciple, he may be understood as the foremost of the disciples in the 
Gospel of Judas. 


7. WHO Is THE BELOVED DISCIPLE, OR WHO ARE THE 
Beroven DiscipLes? 


After encountering a plethora of beloved disciples in the Gospel of 
John and other early Christian texts, we come to the realization that 
the scholarly examination of the figure of the Beloved Disciple has 
become much more complicated and fascinating with the multiplica- 
п of beloved disciples in various gospels and other early Christian 
texts, The accounts we have surveyed bring forward their several 
champions as beloved disciples, and we may reasonably suggest that 
different authors, texts, and communities introduce competing claims 
about issues of discipleship in early Christian churches, and about the 
disciple Jesus loved. We may suppose that a given community might be 
inclined to propose that Jesus loved their favorite disciple most—"Jesus 
loved our disciple more than yours” Doubtless Hans-Martin Schenke 
is correct in observing that what is of interest here for the Gospel of 
John and by extension the other texts and traditions is less any particu- 
lar historical identity for the disciples as beloved disciples, and much 
more the issue of the grounding of texts and traditions in what is taken 
to be authoritative figures professed to be especially close to Jesus. The 
accounts of beloved disciples in the several early Christian texts are 
also often intertwined with one another, and the continuities and con- 
flicts in the accounts provide evidence for interaction among textual 
traditions as noted in the interlocking figures of beloved disciples. How 
accounts of beloved disciples may relate to one another and influence 
опе another is a subject for subsequent studies on beloved disciples. 
‘What the plurality of beloved disciples does point to is the rich diver- 
sity of early Christianity seen in the figures of beloved disciples, and 
this awareness of diversity should govern future explorations of the 
beloved disciples in the world of the early church. 





^ Pearson 2007, 14. 
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THE TRIMORPHIC PROTENNOIA (NHC ХІ) AND THE 
JOHANNINE PROLOGUE: A RECONSIDERATION 


Paul-Hubert Poirier 
Université Laval 


The treatise bearing the postscripted title Trimorphic Protennoia 
(проте rpmoptoc = xporívvour трїрорро;), ог the Three 
Forms of First Thought, is one of forty-six (or fifty-two if the doublets 
are taken into account) found in the collection of Coptic papyri discov- 
ered at Nag Hammadi, Upper Egypt, in December 1945: Attested to 
by a single manuscript, the Trimorphic Protennoia is manifestly а trans- 
lation of a lost Greek original. The treatise is the first of two texts which 
have survived in what remains of Codex XIII of the Nag Hammadi 
collection, It consists of eight non-folioed and non-numbered leaves, 
making a total of sixteen written pages of 33-37 lines per page. These 
leaves are relatively well preserved, apart from the lacunae which affect, 
to varying degrees, the tops or bottoms of most of the folios. 

Before delving directly into the topic of this essay, it may be useful 
to introduce the treatise itself and to say a few words about its literary 
character and historical status. The text of the Trimorphic Protennoia is 
divided into three sections, each of them clearly identified by a separate 
subtitle: "The Discourse of the Protennoia" (42,3); “On Fate" (464); 
“Тһе Discourse of the Manifestation” (50,21). As regards its literary 
form, the Trimorphic Protennoia is essentially a lengthy proclamation 
by a feminine entity who, using the well-known èyó сірі formula, 
introduces herself at the very beginning of the text as the prétennoia, 
the “First Thought.” In this, the Trimorphic Protennoia resembles two 
other Nag Hammadi texts, namely, The Thunder: Perfect Mind (NHC 








* Editions and translations of the treatise: Janssens 1974; Schenke 1974; Janssens 
1977; Schenke 1984; Layton 1987, 86-100; Turner 1990; Schenke-Robinson 2003; 
Poirier 2006; Poirier 2007. For an introduction to and a detailed commentary on the 
treatise, see Poirier 2006. 
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V12)? and the final hymn of the long version of the Secret Book (or 
Apocryphon) of John (NHC 11.1 and IV,1)? 

The sometimes explicit parallels between our treatise and other 
Gnostic texts from the Nag Hammadi corpus show that the figure of 
Protennoia belongs to a wider tradition best represented by the Secret 
Book of John. In fact, this “First Thought,” or first emanation, from 
the Invisible One (Trim. Prot. 35,8-9) or the Father (38,8-9), is the 
second highest principle of the supreme divine hierarchy and should 
be identified with the power whose emergence from the paternal aeon 
is described in the Secret Book (II 4,10-29; and BG 26,6-27,8, for the 
short version) and which Gnostic mythology identifies as Barbelo. 
‘The Trimorphic Protennoia offers a hymnic and poetic account of the 
manifestation, in three successive stages, of the Invisible Father's First 
‘Thought. A complex work, the Trimorphic Protennoia makes use of a 
variety of diverse materials in order to paint a portrait of Protennoia- 
Barbelo. But, as has been repeatedly observed since 1973, the source to 
which the text is most indebted is clearly the Secret Book of John. 

Although even a cursory comparison of the two writings reveals 
numerous points of contact, the most striking resemblance is to be 
found when the Trimorphic Protennoia is compared to the final hymn 
of the long version of the Secret Book of John (Ш 30,11-31,27). The 
Trimorphic Protennoia is indeed a reworking, in the form of a revela- 
tory discourse, of the final hymn, combined with other traditions, such 
as the descensus ad inferos’ The unknown author of the treatise devel- 
oped the hymn in two ways: first, by combining its three-part structure 
with the triad of Father, Mother and Son borrowed from the Secret 
Book itself, and, second, by using the triad of sound (2p00y/@86yy0s), 
voice (сСин/фшуй) and word (xoroc/Aóroz). borrowed from specu- 
lations of contemporary logicians and grammarians“ By identifying 
the Son with the Word, the author was able to engage in a polemical 
reinterpretation of the Johannine prologue, an element not found in 
the final hymn. We will say more about this later. 





7 Bd. and transl. MacRae 1979; and Poirier 1995. 

* 11 30,11-31,27; IV 4623-495, ed. Waldstein and Wisse 1995, 169-175; on the 
final hymn, see Waldstein 1995: and Painchaud and Barc 1999. 

* Berliner Arbeitskreis für Koptisch-Gnostische Schriften 1973, 74. 

> CE Poirier 1983; and Poirier 2006, 113-115. 

* See Poirier 2006, 105-113, 


TRIMORPHIC PROTENNOIA AND THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE 95 


The comparison of the structure of the Trimorphic Protennoia with 
that of the final hymn of the long version of the Secret Book of John 
reveals a structure that is at once simple and complex; simple in terms 
of the tripartite organisation of the text into three parts related to the 
triple manifestation of Protennoia, and complex, in that it frequently 
reformulates and develops the original text in such a way as to disrupt 
the overall balance achieved in the original. This becomes evident in 
the first person plural passages (Trim. Prot. 36,33-37,3 and 4222-23) 
and in the presentation of three descents which, strictly speaking, do 
not line up well with the treatise’s three discourses.” 

‘This situation is best explained by the way in which the treatise was 
composed, that is, on the basis of the long version of the Secret Book 
of John’s final hymn, in combination with references to the myth of 
the Secret Book and other material borrowed from other Gnostic or 
contemporary sources. Another explanation of the composition of 
the treatise has, however, been advanced by John D. Turner which 
presupposes a more or less intricate redactional history. Turner's 
hypothesis is that the Trimorphic Protennoia was originally based on 
а three-part first person singular aretalogy, to which three successive 
layers were added: doctrinal passages, explicitly baptismal passages, 
and Christological passages.’ While such an explanation is theoreti- 
cally possible, though unprovable, it does not account for the fact that 
the Trimorphic Protennoia displays, from start to finish, thematic and 
stylistic influences traceable to the Secret Book of John. In addition to 
the rewriting of the final hymn, this influence is most clearly visible 
in the Trimorphic Protennoia's frequent use of the explanatory clause 

тє nisi ne, which means “that is.” Appearing no less than twenty- 
опе times, the phrase is used to underscore the most significant ele- 
ments of the text's message.’ Usually such relatives introduce glosses 
or terminological equivalents, generally considered to be additions 
ог secondary elements. This is clearly not the case in the Trimorphic 
Protennoia. In the long version (NHC II and IV) of the Secret Book of 
John, no less than thirty clauses introduced by this explanatory rela- 
tive are to be found. Moreover, four of the relative clauses found in 
the Trimorphic Protennoia have exact parallels in the wording of the 


Poirier 2006, 13-20. 
* Turner 1986, 63-71, 74: Turner 1990, 375-384; Turner 2001, 142-151; Turner 
2005, 405-412; and Turner's essay in this volume. 

* On this, see Poirier 2006, 73-78. 
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long version of the Secret Book. Clearly, this stylistic and hermeneuti- 
cal device is a common characteristic of both the long version of the 
Secret Book and Trimorphic Protennoia. 

Тһе sheer number of explanatory clauses in both texts, as well as the 
fact that four of them are identical, suggests a link between the two trea- 
tises: either one copied the other or both depend on a common source. 
Without ruling out the second hypothesis, it appears more likely that 
опе of the texts depends upon the other; namely that the Trimorphic 
Protennoia depends on the Secret Book. In support of this conclusion, 
же can adduce the aforementioned use and development of the Secret 
Book's final hymn, the presence throughout the Trimorphic Protennoia 
of mythological themes and cosmogonic or anthropogonic episodes 
drawn from the Secret Book, and the fact that the explanatory relatives 
are better suited to a didactic writing such as the Secret Book than to a 
hymnic composition such as the Trimorphic Protennoia. Even though 
other similarities between this treatise and the long version of the 
Secret Book exist, those already mentioned will suffice to establish a 
literary relationship between the Trimorphic Protennoia and the Secret 
Book, and more precisely to demonstrate that the former seems to 
be dependant on the latter. The author of the Trimorphic Protennoia 
appropriated the final hymn of the long version of the Secret Book and 
rewrote it, integrating various elements from the Secret Book, although 
in an allusive manner that presupposes the reader's familiarity with the 
myth. Therefore, the Trimorphic Protennoia's composition and redac- 
tion are later than the composition and redaction of the long version 
of the Secret Book of John, on which it obviously depends. The treatise 
must have been composed in an environment where the Secret Book 
and related works were being read and commented upon, towards the 
end of the second century at the earliest. 

We turn now to the main subject of this essay. The first tran 
tors and commentators of the treatise had already remarked the 
relationship between the Trimorphic Protennoia and the Jewish and 
Christian scriptures." In particular, it was the “stupendous parallels"! 
observed between the Johannine prologue and the third discourse of 
the Protennoia which first attracted the attention of scholars, as well 





* For an inventory see Poirier 2006, 85-98. 
* Сөре 1974, 123: "die stupenden ‘Parallelen’ zum Prolog des Johannes- 
Evangeliums” 
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as the conclusion drawn from those parallels, namely, that “both texts 
interpret each other, but it seems at first glance that the light falls more 
from Protennoia onto the Johannine prologue than the reverse.” This 
affirmation has given rise to a heated debate, the history of which we 
have charted elsewhere.” Several lists of parallels between our treatise 
and the prologue have been drawn up, but in order to facilitate the 
comparison here, it will be useful to provide our own list, beginning 
with parallels between the Trimorphic Protennoia and certain verses 
from the prologue, before moving on to a presentation of parallels fol- 
lowing the order in which they appear in the treatise, There are actu- 
ally two ways of evaluating the relevance of those parallels, element by 
element (for example, the parallel between John 1:14 and Trim, Prot, 
47,14-15) ог considering their order of appearance, in the Trimorphic 
Protennoia or in the prologue. 





Prologue > Trimorphic Protennoia 
John 1:1 Ev йруй hy д Ais. wai û 3533-34 "Existing flrom the begin- 
Аёо; Ñv тд tov Өкбу, кой Beds йу ning] 
ША “That is, the Logos” 
47,15 "Being Logos” 
45571 ип be [ogos who is 
Tin the] ineffable [Light] [beling in 
immaculate [... 
4614-15 “I alone am the word, 
ineffable, immaculate, immeasurable, 








inconceivable” 

John 14 iv abri бой де 3512-13 “I am the life of шу 
Epinoia" 

John 1:5 rû өф; iv ей oxorig өшіме 365 "Ш shone [down upon the] 
darkness" 


3713-14 "And those who are in the 
darkness, he manifested himself to 
them” 

John 1:6 ахвота; 4631-32 "Who was sent” 


7 schenke 1974, 735 (rand, Robinson 1981, 650). 

э Pomer 2006, iat. 

Compare tone of Саре 1974, 123; Janssens 197; Evans 1980-1981, 397; and 
аштар 5038 

the Enpi tanaton of Ње pus ofthe Trierp remit ced in 
ths ашу at used Qi шү ына ean 2 each tron (Feier 208) wh 
спадат of those by Layton (197) nad Теле: (1990) 
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John 1:10 û ayo; Št’ айко ëyévero 
John 1:10 à кборо; ато» oix Ene 


John 1146 Miro ofp.. docuere 
v iv 
John 1:18 povoyeviig Beds 


John 1:18 о; ifnyioato 


Trimorphic Protennoia > Prologue 
3512-13 “1 am ће Ме of my 
Epinoia’ 

35,33-34 “Existing flrom the begin- 
ning)" | 

365 “Ш shone [down upon the] 
darkness” d 


374-5 “That is, the Logos” 


377-8 "Who is a light" 


37,13-14 "And those who are in the 
darkness, he manifested himself to 
them” 

37.18-20 “And the inexplicable teach- 
ings he taught them to all those who 
became Sons of the light” 

38,23 "God who alone came to exist- 
39,6 “God who was begotten” 
39,12-13 "The perfect Son, the God 
‘who was begotten” 


377-8 “Who is alight” 
4632-33 “To illumine those who are 
in the dar{knjess” 

47,28-29 I] am the light that illum- 
ine the all” 

4724-26 “[Although] it is 1 who 
work in them, but [they thought] 
that it was by [them] that the All had 
been created” 

4748-19 "And [they] did not know 
the one who gives me power" 

47,24 "None of them knew me” 
30,15 "And they did not know me” 
1714-15 71 manifested myself to 
them [in] their tents” 

38,23 "God who alone came to exist- 
ene 

39,6 “God who was begotten” 
3912-13 "The perfect Son, the God 
who was begotten” 

37,18-20 “And the inexplicable teach- 
ings he taught them to all those who 
became Sons of the light” 


John 1:4 èv ait Сой ау 
John 1:1 Ev арй Îv... 


John 1:5 tò şûş £v t өкесі yaver 


John 1:1 Ev дуй v à Абу, xai à 
rog fv apis tiv Воб, ко) Beds Av 
John 19 "v wb çûç và Әділін, 9 
жекен 

John 1:5 sb gûş iv sf oxori yaver 


John 1:18 ixeîvoş énrioaro 
John 1:18 нооту; б; 


John 1:18 povoyevig Bes, 
John 1:18 uovorcvi Brie 
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465-7 “I am the [Loglos who is John 1:1 Ev йруй йу à Абос, койд 
{in the] ineffable [Light], [beling іп Аёо; Яу трд tov eóv, xai Beds Яу 
immaculate [..]" ко 

4614-15 “I alone am the word, John 1:1 Ev йрй iw û Aóyoç, xal ò 
ineffable immaculate immeasurable, doc бу mpi tb Ger, кої бы ін 
inconceivable” 

4631-32 "Who was sent” John 16 а 

4631-33 "To ilumine those who аге John L9 liv сі Фа, tò laf, 8 
in the dar[kn]ess" өтк: 

4714-15 “I manifested myself to John 1:14 à Aóyos обр. doxivoney 
them [in] their tents" ішу 

4715 "Being Logos" 








Jos 

47,18-19 “And [they] did not know John 1:10 6 xóopog ахду ойк ёро 
the one who gives me power" 

4724 "None of them knew me” John 1:10 6 кборо$ оўду oix ёле 
4724-26 “[Although] it is 1 who John 1:10 6 коро, àv айни éyévero 
work in them, but [they thought] 

that it was by [them] that the All had 

been created” 

4728-29 *[I] am the light that illum- John 1:9 "Hv <è çûş tà GAnBivdy. 0 
ine the all” i 

3015 “And they did not know me” 





:10 û кборо; adv ойк бло 


In his important review of the facsimile edition of Nag Hammadi 
Codices XI, XII and ХШ, Carsten Colpe was the first to call atten- 
tion to the relationship between the Trimorphic Protennoia and the 
Johannine prologue. He argues that the treatise gathers, in a manner 
unlike any previously known text, the main materials of the sapiential 
speculation which are at work in the prologue, “even though not in the 
sequence of the Prologue." Our synopsis of the elements common to 
both texts confirms Colpes judgment on this point: these elements do 
not appear on either side in a similar order. This is easily explained as 
the result of the fact that we have, on the one side, a short text, the 
prologue, exhibiting a relatively simple structure, and on the other, a 
much longer text, the composition of which is both complex and loose, 
in which the parallels to the prologue are concentrated at the begin- 
ning (pp. 35-37) and towards the end (pp. 46-50). One has the clear 
impression that the Johannine elements serve to construct or illustrate 





** Colpe 1974, 122 
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the Trimorphic Protennoia's exposition. Nevertheless, even if certain 
elements common to both texts remain imprecise, others might be best 
understood as allusions (allusions being defined here as “a device for 
the simultaneous activation of two texts"). 

To begin with, the assertion of Protennoia, on p. 47,14-17—"I man- 
ifested myself to them [in] their tents (ckm 
able resemblance with the éoxjvoory êv iyiüv of John 1:14. But, as 
J. Helderman has shown, this relationship is not without a polemical 
intention," insofar as the Protennoia does not establish herself among 
her own but rather manifests herself “in their tents.” 

‘The second element which can be seen as an allusion is the title 
logos, "word," or “discourse,” attributed to the Perfect Son (374-5) 
and especially to Protennoia herself, in two self-predications (46, 
7.14-15) and in the second part of the affirmation of p. 47 cited above: 
“I manifested myself to them [in] their tents, being logos.” To this 
designation of logos must be added those of "God who was begotten” 
(39,6.13) and of "God who alone came into existence" (38,23), which 
evoke the yovoyevins cç of John 1:18. 

"The fact that those to whom she manifests herself “in their tents" and 
whose garments she wore (47,14-17), or those "who watch over their 
dwelling places" do not recognize Protennoia constitutes a third likely 
allusion (50,15-16). This lack of recognition stands in sharp contrast 
with the presence of Protennoia among those who are hers and the rec- 
cognition she enjoys among them (40.31-32.36; 41,15-16.27-28.32-33; 
45,28-29; 4921-22). The strong emphasis put on those who belong to 
Protennoia and acknowledge her, and the fact that they are designated 
as “those who are mine (nere ıkoî ne = oi ірі)” contradicts the 
assertion of the prologue, according to which the Logos “came to what 
жаз his own (тё (біа) and his own (oi ito) did not accept him" (John 
1:11). In the cited passages of the Trimorphic Protennoia, we have, so 
to speak, a negative, polemical, allusion to the prologue. 

Finally, among the numerous mentions of the light in the Trimorphic 
Protennoia, the one on p. 4629-33: "While it (ie. the Mother) is a 
sound from a thought, it is also a word (логос) from a voice which 
жаз sent to illuminate those who are in the darkness.” is an evocation 
of Luke 1:79 but also of John 1:9: “(The Word) was the true light, 











© Dimant 1988, 409-410. 
* Helderman 1978, 206-207. 
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which enlightens everyone, which was coming into the world,” as well 
as John 1:6, even if here the participle éxeatahuévos refers originally 
to John the Baptist. 

On the basis of these parallels, it is possible to state that the 
Trimorphic Protennoia polemically reinterprets the Johannine pro- 
logue through the use of allusions intended to convince the reader 
that the Logos-Protennoia is superior to the incarnated Logos of the 
Fourth Gospel. The polemical intent of the treatise appears clearly in 
the self-predication of p. 46,14-15: “I alone am the word (логос), 
ineffable, immaculate, immeasurable, inconceivable,” which relegates 
the Logos-Jesus of John to the position of a secondary, inferior, figure, 
who will need to be rescued from the cross by the Logos-Protennoia 
(50,12-15). A similar polemical intent may be hinted at in the sub- 
versive use of the word окуй, “tent,” which reduces the dwelling 
(бохйушвеу) of John 1:14 to а temporary manifestation. Finally, and 
in marked contrast to the Johannine Logos who was not received by 
his own people, Protennoia is acknowledged and welcomed by hers. 

As we have seen then, the dependence of the Trimorphic Protennoia. 
on the long version of the Secret Book of John can easily be established 
оп the basis of stylistic, mythological and doctrinal traits common to 
both writings. Furthermore, the manner in which certain elements 
common to both texts are treated in the Trimorphic Protennoia, ie. 
їп an allusive and, at times, almost abstruse way, indicates without a 
doubt the nature of its relationship to the Secret Book. The Trimorphic 
Protennoia is essentially a development of the final hymn of the long 
version of the Secret Book, interspersed with elements drawn from 
elsewhere in that same work. Does this mean that the use of the pro- 
logue made by the Trimorphic Protennoia is to be explained by its 
dependence on the Secret Book? The answer to this question is nega- 
tive, simply because in the long version of the Secret Book, there is not 
a single occurrence of the term Абүо; пог, in our opinion, any obvi- 
ous link with the prologue. This is also the case with the final hymn. 
According to Michael Waldstein’s detailed analysis, “despite a striking 
overall similarity, there are, in fact, no literary contacts between the 
Prologue and the Monologue (that is, the final hymn) close enough to 
indicate literary dependence of the Monologue on the Prologue." In 


^ Waldstein 1995, 402: see also Nagel 2000, 463: “Zur Verhiltnsbestimmung zwi- 
schen Prot und dem joh. Prolog ist festzuhalten, daf sich in Prot keinesfall sichere 
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his reworking of the final hymn of the Secret Book, the author of the 
Trimorphic Protennoia, having constructed the "sound-voice-word" 
‘metaphor used throughout the treatise was subsequently led to engage 
їп a polemical reading of the prologue. This had the effect of devalu- 
ing the Johannine, and purely Christian, Logos and of elevating the 
Gnostic Logos. 
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THE JOHANNINE LEGACY: THE GOSPEL AND 
APOCRYPHON OF JOHN 


John D. Turner 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 


This essay explores the possibility of an intertextual dialogue and a 
shared history-of-religions background and context for two late first 
and early second century sectarian movements: Johannine Christianity 
and Sethian Gnosticism, an early Gnostic movement presently attested 
in no less than eleven of the fifty-two treatises contained in the fourth- 
century Coptic codices from Nag Hammadi as well as in several 
patristic sources. In particular, 1 suggest that both movements may 
have originated as non-Christian baptismal sectarian movements that 
became Christianized during the second half of the first century and 
gradually came to sustain an increasingly polemical relationship to one 
another throughout the second century. 

Since itis the less-well-known of the two, I begin first with a sketch 
of the nature and history of the Sethian movement and then move to 
a discussion of the Apocryphon of John and the Trimorphic Protennoia 
as the two Sethian treatises that most clearly sustain close literary con- 
tacts with the Johannine gospel and letters. Since the intertextual con- 
tacts between these two treatises and the Johannine corpus become 
most obvious in the prologue of the Fourth Gospel, I then turn to 
ап exploration of points of closest contact between them, namely the 
Trimorphic Protennoia and the Pronoia monologue concluding the 
Apocryphon of John. The remainder of this essay is devoted to a dis- 
cussion of two other distinctive aspects of the relationship of these two 
‘movements, namely the practice and theory of baptism and their com- 
mon characterizations of revelatory media, which leads to the con- 
cluding suggestion that the Apocryphon of John was in part intended 
as a concluding sequel to the Fourth Gospel, and that the Sethian and 
Johannine movements shared a parallel and interrelated history of 
development.’ 


з For a recent, similar but different discussion of this relationship, sce Rasimus 
2009. 
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1. SETHIAN GNOSTICISM: CHARACTER AND HISTORY 


Most scholars who have touched upon the topic of the intertextual 
and history-of-religions relationship between the Fourth Gospel and 
the Apocryphon of John have focused attention upon the striking set of 
conceptual parallels between the Gospel and the Pronoia monologue 
concluding the longer version of the Apocryphon, parallels that are also 
shared with another Nag Hammadi treatise, the Trimorphic Protennoia. 
In my view, these parallels strongly suggest that these two Nag Hammadi 
treatises were originally composed in the same environment of late first 
and early second century Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom speculation as 
жаз the Fourth Gospel. These two Nag Hammadi treatises are part of a 
corpus of eleven Coptic treatises from the Nag Hammadi codices that, 
together with various patristic testimonies, scholars have classified as 
“Sethian” or "Classical" Gnostic” This corpus of writings, which share 
а number of common mythemes, dramatis personae, metaphysical and 
soteriological doctrines, and ritual and contemplative prescriptions, is 
sufficiently cohesive as to imply the existence of a sectarian movement 
of the second through fourth centuries that I and others have called 
Gnostic Sethianism. owing to the prominent role that the figure of the 
biblical Seth eventually came to play in their religious thought.‘ 





“These include the Apocryphon of John (also in the Berlin Gnostic Codex [BG] 
3502), the Trimorphic Protennoia, the Apocalypse of Adam, the Hypostasis of the 
Archos, Thought of Norea, Melchizedek, and the Haly Book of ihe Great Invisible Spirit 
(also called the Gospel of the Egyptians), and the four Platonizing Sethian treatises 
Zostrianos, Allogenes, the Three Sce of Seth, and Marsan. In addition to these, one 
Should also add Cod. Bruc. Untitled, ad from the recently published Tchacor Codex, 
the Gospel of Judas and perhaps the Book of Allogenes. 

$ Schenke 1981, 586-616. Although some scholars doubt the existence of a Gnostic 
community who called themselves “Sethian,” there is in the Nag Hammadi library an 
Бабы стае consistently characterized by suficendy invariant and coherent 
жа of туі symbolizing the sacred history, rituals, spiritual and worldly 
Experience and polemics with other groups which was written and read by persons 
sho gender белеске to be the contemporary oping of an ial rice or 
Meed” of Seth, as to warrant the positing of an actual community who habitual 
identified with the symboli universe of these treatises. Although it was their 
nents rather than the proponents of these views that identified them as “Sethians, 
designation is nevertheless heuristically useful. See in general Turner 2001 

Sce Klijn 1977, passim; Pearson 1981, 472-30; Stone 1981, 439-471; Stroumsa 
1981, 308-518; Stroumsa 1984, 49-33, 73-80; and Turner 19984, 33-38. Indeed, the 
сїнє verb phrase of Gen £25 “appointed for me” (57) was ctymologized into 
the Mandsic name Shitl (PNW) som of Adam, the “Perfect Plant, or planter of his 
“plant (be his seed ef. the plant of the Gospel of the Egyptians Ш б0л3-18 
the “fruit-bearing trees” of the Apocalypre of Adam 76,15). 
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1.1. The “Sethians” 


Although there is no historical record of any group. Gnostic or other- 
wise, who actually called themselves "Sethians; during the period 
175-475 CE, a number of the fathers of the early church produced anti- 
heretical writings in which they refer to certain revelations and Gnostic 
groups that either they or their later interpreters called “Sethian”; 
Irenaeus of Lyons (Adv. haer. 1.30); <Hippolytus> of Rome (preserved 
in Pseudo-Tertullian, Haer. 2), Epiphanius of Salamis (Panarion 26; 
39-40), Filastrius of Brescia (Div: her. lib. 3), and Theodoret of Cyrrhus. 
(Haer. fab. comp. 1.14); of these, Epiphanius—though his testimony is 
often suspect—is the first to offer any detailed information Evidently 
the term “Sethian” was originally coined and used by various church 
fathers as a convenient designation for certain Gnostic groups whose 
literature singled out the ancient figure of the biblical Seth to be of 
signal importance. So while the term “Sethian” does not appear to have 
been a self-designation, the group or movement to which it referred 
first received historical treatment as such in the fifth century Panarion 
(39-40) of Epiphanius, bishop of Salamis. Here Epiphanius describes 
two closely-related Gnostic groups, the Sethians (some of which he 
says he had met) and the Archontics, and proceeds to describe thei 





Тота A50 CE) identifed the "teal other ooa) em 
Adv ма ЗО sr hm Opto 6 nua Ong Og s 
лион, Haet иһ cop. L1, FG #33609. he dio ed he 
fer fhe haer LSS ean от nir Lal “Sr Ки suem i et 
FS ш онш sae Crate canna? Bac у dy 
Badevtivou алгрийтө тд tóv Bapfivaerón. йому BopBopiavóv. À Nancemvón. й 
Epam тарата een Bos ear a mp LA PE 
#2561359, probaly bured onthe prominen of he mame abdo enc 
тишү (wich Sh йр, б тй] of he gn amd сақа) ning 
peras do c entm ae ШЕН 
iei ча ыис combed ale eel mony imd 
1 Aah ar. 2 vi qa anbrspopn sar “Opie ony 
pur I DE rz 
башк, ы бе pmlc of ch e бик Lm e hem eng 
of Adam, Seth, and his seed, and the division of history into four periods demarcated 
By ato ee ыис trenton 

к йен mala peta кашек re ec Adena haces (173) 
andthe bat iro tips 3), оп иһ af whch ит a he ку 
monies of Pscudo-Tertullam (225-250), Epiphanius (са. 75) Fiat (380/90), 
татаад Te Sn bed т pinata коп qui 
лама a баку tet кс анат a e 
e son et ac i prof Si (SHE Y 
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literature and doctrine, in the process no doubt drawing on the her- 
esiological catalogues penned by his predecessors. 

Since the publication of the fourth-century Nag Hammadi library, 
the name “Sethian” has in recent times become a typological category 
applied by modern scholars to the authors and users of a distinctive 
group of eleven Nag Hammadi treatises. Many of these eleven treatises 
refer to a special segment of humanity called “the great generation,” 
“strangers,” “another kind,” “the immovable, incorruptible race,” “the 
(holy) seed of Seth,” “the living and immoveable race,” “the children 
of Seth,” and "those who are worthy." 


1.2. A Sketch of Sethian “History” 


In my view, these Gnostic Sethians likely originated as a first century 
СЕ fusion of two distinct groups, neither of which had any especial 
interest in the figure of Seth, whose origins may go back to the first 
century BCE. The first group is the "multitudo gnosticorum; whose 
mythical theogony and cosmogony is summarized by Irenaeus in Adv. 
haer. 1.29, whom I will designate by the convenient term "Barbeloites: 
‘The hallmark of these Barbeloites was a communal rite of baptismal 
immersion in ordinary water that resulted in an experience of tran- 
scendental vision leading to total enlightenment and salvation. This 
rite, called the “Five Seals? was the instrument of salvation recently 
conferred by Barbelo, the universal Mother and First Thought of the 
supreme Invisible Spirit. Together with their self-generated Child 
Autogenes, the Invisible Spirit and Barbelo formed a supreme trin- 
ity of Father, Mother and Child This Child establishes four angelic 
Luminaries, one of whom, perhaps acting through the agency of 


T Within these treatises, the phrase "those who are worthy” occurs frequently: the 
phrases “imperishable (or "hoy sed” “the pret generation” and “strangers” occur 
In the Apocalypse of Adam, “the immovable, incorruptible race" and “sed (or sons) 
of the great Seth” occur in the Gospel ofthe Egyptians, he sed of Seth and "seed 
of the perfect (or “immoveable") racc” in the Apocryphon of John, “the living and 
immoveabie race and “another kind in the Three See of Seth, “the living genera- 

d “the children of Seth” in Melchizedek, “the holy sed (or “children") of 
immoveabe [rae] and “ving send. in Zostrianos, and the “imperishable 
Seed in Магы. The terms “generation. racc. sca and “strangers” are all plays 
п the tradition of Seth's birth as “another sce (oriya трон) instead of Abel (Gen 
325, J source), born in the likeness and image of Adam (Gen 33, P source), himself 
born male and female in the image of God (Gen 1:26-27). 

"тыз triadic nomenclature may have been inspired by Plato's Father-Mother- 
Child triad of principles in Timacu 30d 
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Sophia, becomes ultimately responsible for the origin of the world cre- 
ator who comes to possess a portion of the supreme Mothers’ divine 
light-power by which he fashions the physical cosmos as well as a 
protoplastic human being to serve as a container for the divine light. 
Attempting to retrieve her fallen light-power from the world creator's 
control, the Mother undertakes а series of three descents into the lower 
world, on the last of which she confers the baptism of the Five Seals 
enabling her fallen members to be reintegrated into the divine world. 
"The earliest Barbeloite narratives of these descents were set forth as 
the quasi-hymnic first-person monologues that presently conclude the 
longer version of the Apocryphon of John (11 30,11-31,27) and formed 
the underlying structure of the Trimorphic Protennoia. 

Independently of the Barbeloites, who show little interest in the 
Genesis protology, the second group—which 1 call "Pre-Sethian 
Gnostic Revisionists of Genesis 2-9" —seems to have consisted of pos- 
sibly pre-Christian Jewish exegetes who constructed a mythic narra- 
tive based on an elaborate rewriting of Genesis 2-9 that portrayed 
the origin and subsequent enlightenment of humanity as the work of 
Sophia, the divine Wisdom. The hallmark of their Genesis interpreta- 
was a radical differentiation between the highest God and an infe- 
world creator. By the time of the earliest exposition of their views 
offered by Irenaeus around 180 CE (Adv. haer. 1.30), these exegetes, 
whom Irenaeus identified merely as “alii” (Le. other Gnostics) but 
were identified as “Sethians or Ophites" by Theodoret in the mid-fifth 
century, had constructed an elaborate cosmogonical, anthropogonical, 
and soteriological myth based on an interpretation of the protology of 
the Mosaic book of Genesis that has much in common with the earliest 
Enochic literature (Book of the Watchers, Aramaic Levi, Astronomical 
Book), which maintains that evil has a superhuman and demonic өгі- 
gin, from which theses Gnostics could conclude that Moses’ claim that 
evil originated from the protoplasts’ disobedience to the creator must 
be a lie foisted upon him by the creator, and therefore Moses and 
the prophets were servants of a deceitful devil (Yaldabaoth). While 
the absence of the figures of Barbelo, the Four Luminaries, the heav- 
ему Seth and his “seed.” and of the sacred baptism of the Five Seals 
excludes the “Sethian” character of this “Ophite” myth, it neverthe- 
less shares with the second half of the Apocryphon of John a striking 
number of similar mythemes, suggesting that both myths derive from 
а common parent that was probably composed early in the first half of 
the second century, and adopted by the author(s) of the Apocryphon 
of John in the second half of the second century. 
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During the first half of the second century, the Barbeloites evidently 
amalgamated with certain Christian baptizing groups as fellow prac- 
titioners of baptism. In the process, they identified the pre-existent 
Christ of the Christians with the Autogenes Child of their supreme 
Father and Mother. This Child was self-generated at Barbelo's request 
and had been anointed with the Invisible Spirit's very own goodness (or 
“Christhood,” chréstia). At the same time, Jesus—who in the Gospel of 
Mark had received divine sonship at his own baptism and was identi- 
fied as the divine Logos in the Fourth Gospel—became regarded as the 
earthly and masculine guise in which Barbelo had recently appeared 
as the divine Logos to confer this saving baptism on the Barbeloite 
community. It would have been these Christian Barbeloites who for- 
‘mulated the myth summarized by Irenaeus in Adv. haer. 1.29 and who 
incorporated a third person narrative sketch of the same myth into the 
first-person aretalogical speeches of the Trimorphic Protennoia (37, 
40,29). During the same period, Irenaeus’ account of the "Ophites" 
in Adv. haer. 1.30 (Christ as the “third Male" who with Sophia pro- 
duced and redeemed Jesus) and On the Origin of the World (Christ as 
Sabaoth's son) show that specifically Christian elements had come to 
form part of the otherwise strongly Jewish character of the Revisionists’ 
preoccupation with the Genesis protology. 

Apparently by mid-second century, there had emerged among the 
revisionist exegetes of Genesis 2-9 a peculiar interest in the figure of 
Seth as the paradigm of all persons in whom the divine image was 
primordially restored after its loss in the figures of Cain and Abel. This 
‘morally earnest group of persons—which, in distinction from Gnostic 
Sethians, I call the "Sethites "— styled themselves as the "worthy ones," 
the true descendants or “seed” of Seth. They based their sense of a 
unique role and social status within Judaism upon the sacred history 
of their primordial enlightenment recently brought to light in the form 
of certain pillars inscribed by Seth about the events in Paradise (Adam, 
Eve, Seth and his virtuous seed, the impending destructions by flood 
and fire). Unlike Moses, Seth was able to learn the first-hand truth 
about the events in Paradise directly from his father Adam." These 





7 For convenience—not for historical reasons—l adopt this designation in the 
form “Sethites,” іс. Seth-honoring persons, so as to distinguish this group as a pre- 
cursor of the movement that Н.-М. Schenke (sce note 2 above) had identified by the 
typological designation “Gnostic Sethians” 

See Rasimus 2009. 
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revelations refocused the rewritings of Genesis already offered by the 
Revisionists upon the history of the primordial Sethite generations 
narrated in Genesis 4-9." 

In the later second century, the Gnostic Sethianism reflected in 
the Nag Hammadi codices arose from a fusion of the Christianized 
"Barbeloites" with those (already-Christianized) Genesis Revisionists 
who had come to emphasize the Sethite doctrine of the primordial 
enlightenment and moral superiority of Seth and his seed. It would 
have been these Christianized Gnostic Sethians who combined the 
Barbeloite theogony and baptismal soteriology with the "Sethite" 
anthropogony and sacred history that underlies the Apocryphon of John. 
"This fusion of Barbeloite and Sethite mythology may have occurred in 
the last quarter of the second century, since Irenaeus seems unaware 
of both the frame story and the special status of Seth and his seed in 
his version of the Apocryphon of John. These Gnostics identified the 
archetypal, Heavenly Seth with the Autogenes Christ of the Barbeloites 
as an alternative manifestation of the pre-existent image of God and 
as the divine savior of Seth's pneumatic seed, the Gnostics. The four 
Luminaries become the aeonic dwelling places of Adam, Seth, and his 
seed (both primordial and contemporary) and the history of salvation 
is divided into dispensations demarcated by the savior's three salvific 
descents into the lower world. In her third and decisive descent, the 
Mother causes Christ (or the Logos or Jesus) to appear as the final, 
contemporary manifestation of the same Seth that had previously res- 
cued his seed from the ancient flood and conflagration sent by the 
world creator to destroy the earliest humans. 





2. THE Ароскурнох OF JOHN 


Тһе Apocryphon of John is a lengthy dialogue between John, son of 
Zebedee and the risen Jesus. A text whose underlying doctrinal 
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content originally had no specifically Johannine concerns, all four 
Coptic versions of the Apocryphon, both shorter" and longer. incor- 
porate that content into a dialogue framework that presupposes John 
son of Zebedee as the author and direct recipient of Jesus’ teaching. 
In effect, the references to John the Baptist in chapters 1, 2, 4, 5, and 
10 of the Gospel of John become understood as references to John 
son of Zebedee, who in the Apocryphon now testifies to the final and 
definitive post-resurrection advent of the divine light into the world. It 
is therefore likely that the Apocryphon was composed after John had 
become accepted as the author of both the Fourth Gospel and the 
book of Revelation, a claim first explicitly witnessed—while adducing 
Polycarp and Papias as also having made such a claim "—in Irenaeus 
Adversus haereses (2.22.5; 3.1.1; 3.3.4; 3.11.1), which also contains the 
earliest witness to a non-dialogical version of the Apocryphon’s main 
theogony (Adv. haer. 1.29). John’s questions to the Savior (Jesus) look 
back to the canonical Gospel and Apocalypse of John, which in effect 
look forward to the Apocryphon, where Jesus deals with matters that 
remained unanswered in these previous works, such as: how and where 
the savior originated and was appointed, the nature of the divine world 
and the supreme Father who sent him, the nature and origin of the 
lower world and humankind, and the nature of the ultimate destiny of 
souls, especially those belonging to the unwavering race of the "seed of 
Seth.” This new revelation from the risen Jesus supplements the Gospel 
and Revelation of John by offering a new, clearly post-resurrection— 
perhaps even post-ascension'*—perspective on these earlier Johannine 
texts. 

The soteriological myth of the Apocryphon of John seems to have roots 
in a form of heterodox Jewish speculation on the figure of Sophia, the 
divine Wisdom of the Hebrew Bible. In the hands of Sethian Gnostics, 
the biblical functions of Sophia as creator, nourisher, and enlightener 
of the world were distributed among a hierarchy of feminine prin- 
ciples: (1) an exalted divine Mother called Pronoia or Barbelo, the 
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First Thought of the supreme deity, the Invisible Spirit; (2) Epinoia, 
Barbelo's earthly reflection in the primordial Paradise who appears to 
Адат as the spiritual Eve; and (3) a lower Sophia responsible for both 
the creation of the physical world and the incarnation of portions of 
the supreme Mother's divine essence into human bodies. Salvation was 
achieved by the Mother's reintegration of her own dissipated essence 
into its original unity. 

None of the four versions of the Apocryphon is a seamless pro- 
duction. In all versions, the first half contains a very close parallel 
in Irenaeus’ summary of a Gnostic myth in his Adversus haereses 
1.29, which begins with the emergence of the Mother Barbelo as 
the supreme Father's First Thought and ends with Sophia's genera- 
tion of the world creator Yaldabaoth, who boasts of his sole divinity. 
This section of the Apocryphon of John is also roughly parallel to a 
similar cosmology in the Trimorphic Protennoia (3627-4029). The 
second half of the Apocryphon of John contains a mythical anthro- 
pogony and soteriology that has no parallel іп Adversus haereses 1.29, 
but Irenaeus’ immediately succeeding chapter (Adv. haer. 1.30) goes 
on to narrate an extremely similar myth that he attributes to certain 
"other" Gnostics. Beyond materials similar to those found in Irenaeus, 
the shorter version of the Apocryphon also includes a lengthy nega- 
tive theology on the supreme monadic Father, the Invisible Spirit (BG 
23,3-25,7; 10 2,33-4,19, paralleled also in the Sethian treatise Allogenes 
NHC XI 62,28-63,25) and a short treatise (BG 64,13-71,2; П 15,16- 
27,33) on the destiny of four kinds of souls. In addition to these, the 
longer version of Codices II and IV contain an excerpt from a “Book 
of Zoroaster” on the creation of the psychic Adam (II 15.13-19.10) 
and concludes with a three-stanzaed monologue in which the divine 
mother Barbelo, the First Thought of the supreme Invisible Spirit, nar- 
rates her three salvific descents as the divine Pronoia or Providence 
into the lower world (II 3011-3125). 





2.1. The Monologue of Pronoia in the Apocryphon of John 


Although the dialogical framework of the Apocryphon puts this Pronoia 
monologue on the lips of Jesus, its distinctively hymnic style and lack 
of explicitly Christian content commend it for treatment as a compo- 
sition in its own right, quite possibly а product of Hellenistic Jewish 
Wisdom speculation. Indeed, its absence from the shorter versions of 
the Apocryphon of John suggests that it originally circulated apart from 
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any version of the Apocryplion." Although the Pronoia monologue by 
itself evinces no specifically Christian content, its very incorporation 
into the Apocryphon of John as the conclusion of Christs revelation 
demands a Christian reading of it. Each of Pronoias salvific descents 
narrated in the monologue have clear correspondences with the main 
narratives depiction of the Mother Barbelos three fundamental sal- 
vific interventions that serve to punctuate the basic phases of the over- 
all history of salvation narrated in both versions of the Apocryphon. 
Moreover, even though the shorter and longer versions both tell the 
same story, Bernard Barc and Louis Painchaud have pointed out that 
the addition of the Pronoia monologue near the end of the main nar- 
rative in the longer version led to a basic reworking of the longer ver- 
sions entire preceding narrative in terms of the monologues theology." 
In the following overview of the Pronoia monologue, instances of its 
impact on the longer version’s main narrative will be indicated in ital- 
ics, while non-italic text represents more or less common agreement 
in the text of the shorter and longer versions. 








2.1.1. The Transcendent Preexistence of Pronoia 


1, therefore, the perfect Pronoia of the all, took form in my seed, for 1 
existed first, going on every road. For I am the richness of the light; I am 
the remembrance of the Pleroma. (Ар. John I1 3041-16) 
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“The self-portrayal of Pronoia echoes that of the divine Wisdom of 
Jewish Wisdom literature." As the omnipresent creator of everything, 
Pronoia takes form in her “seed.” the fragments of her spiritual sub- 
stance trapped in humans that inhabit the lower world, bringing them 
light and knowledge as the memory of their divine origin. As Barc and 
Painchaud note, the monologues emphasis on Pronoias luminosity and 
primacy is also reflected in the longer versionis initial description of the 
emergence of Pronoia/Barbelo from the Fathers light: 


And [his Thought became] actual and revealed herself [and stood 
at rest and appeared] before him [in the brilliance of] his light. This 
is the first [power that] exists prior to the All, [which appeared from 
his) Thought. She [is the universal Pronoia)—her light [shines like his) 
Light—the [perfect] power who is [the] Image of the Perfect, Virginal, 
Invisible Spirit. [The first power}, the glory of Barbelo, the perfect glory 
in the aeons, the glory of the revelation. She glorified the Virginal Spirit, 
praising him, since because of him she had appeared. This is the First 
Fah hace Se on i: et п 
to them ай, the Mother-ather, the First Man, the Holy Spirit, the Triple 
Male, the Triple Powered, the thrice-named androgynous One, and the 
eternal acon among the invisible things, and the first to come forth. (Ap. 
John 426-51) 


2.1.2. First Descent of Pronoia (11 30,16-21) 


‘And I went into the realm of darkness, and I endured till 1 entered the 
midst of the prison. And the foundations of chaos shook. And I hid 
myself from them because of their wickedness, and they did not recog- 
nize me. (Ap. John ЇЇ 30,16-21) 


In the main narrative of the Apocryphon (II 14,13-34), the first descent 
of Pronoia occurs in response to Sophias repentance for having 
brought forth Yaldabaoth, the creator and ruler of the lower world. As 
а correction of Sophia's abortive act, Pronoia manifests herself as the 


© їп such texts as Proverbs В, Job 28, Sirach 24, and especially Wisdom of Solomon 
7, Sophia is regarded as a preexistent divine power, the feminine image, reflection, 
Emanation and breath of the high deity, his instrument in the creation of the world. 
She is a source of life and light, which she pours forth upon those who seck her. 
Although a heavenly figure who pervades all things as God's own breath she covers 
the primeval earth as а mist like the divine Spirit of Gen 12-3, descending from her 
aget ding to bring wisdom and divine ration to humankind, Among er 
She seeks a dwelling, on some accounts successfully nding a permanent сал del. 
ing (as Torah and temple in Sirach 24) and on others (1 Enoch 42) without success 
resulting in her return to her selestial home. 
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archetypal Man and image of the Invisible Spirit upon the lower waters. 
The imagery of the longer version's account of this episode has also 
been influenced by the Pronoia monologues motifs of the shaking of 
the foundations of chaos.” its contrast between the light of Pronoia and 
the chief rulers dark ignorance, and the inability of the lower authori- 
ties to fully grasp the presence of the first Man as the true image of 
the divine: 


And a Voice came forth from above the exalted aeons: “Man exists, and 
the Son of Man.” Now the first ruler, Yaltabaoth listened, thinking that 
the voice came from his Mother, and he did not realize where it had come 
from. And the holy Mother Father, the Perfect One, perfect Pronoia, the 
‘Image of the Invisible One, the Father of ай things, the one within whom 
all things have come into being, the First Man, (for he} appeared to them 
lin а human form]. The entire acon of the first ruler trembled, and the 
foundations of the abyss shook, and through the waters that are over mat- 
ter the lower region (shone) from the [appearance] of his Image that had 
been revealed. And when all the authorities and the first ruler gazed in 
astonishment they saw the whole of the lower region shining. And through 
the light, they saw in the water the pattern of the Image. (Ap. John П 
14,13-34) 


213. Second Descent of Pronoia (II 30,21-32) 


Again I returned, for the second time, and 1 went about. 1 came forth 
from those who belong to the light, which is I, the remembrance of 
the Providence. I entered into the midst of darkness and the inte- 
rior of Hades, since 1 was seeking (to accomplish) my assigned task 
(oixovopía). And the foundations of chaos shook, that they might fall 
down upon those who are in chaos and might destroy them. And again 1 
тап up to my luminous root lest they be destroyed before the time. (Ap. 
John 11 3021-32) 


Pronoias second descent corresponds to the main narratives previous 
episode (II 22,28-23,35; 249-17) of the appearance of the luminous 
Epinoia, hidden in the protoplastic Adam as his true image, to awaken 
him from the deep sleep of darkness that settled upon him when the first 
ruler had extracted her from his side and molded her into the figure of 


= Significantly, the initial appearance of Christ to John son of Zebedee at the 
beginning of the frame story is marked by the same cosmic shaking that occurs upon 
Pronoia' first descent ("The heavens opened and the whole creation shone, and the 
world was shaken,” П 1,31-33), a motif that probably derives from placing the mono- 
logue of Pronoia on the lips of Jesus in the conclusion of the longer version's frame 
story. 
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the earthly Eve. Epinoia is thus the spiritual Eve, Life, and the mother 
of the living, as well as the Tree of Knowledge, awakening the earthly 
Adam and Eve's thought: 


‘Then the Epinoia of the Light hid within him (Adam). And the first 
ruler wished to bring her forth from his rib. Now the Epinoia of the 
Light cannot be grasped. Though the darkness chased her, it did not 
grasp her. And he brought forth from him a portion of his power, and 
he made another molding, with a female form after the likeness of the 
Еріпойа that had appeared to him. And he (the first ruler) brought the 
portion that he had taken from the power of the Man into the molded 
figure of femaleness— not as Moses said: "his rib.” And he (Adam) saw 
the woman beside him, and immediately the luminous Epinoia appeared, 
having removed the уей that was over his mind, and he sobered up from 
the drunkenness of darkness. And he recognized his likeness (fem), 
and said, “This now is bone from my bones, and flesh from my flesh, 
‘Therefore, the man will eave his father and his mother and cleave to his 
wife, and the two will become one flesh.” For his consort will be sent 1o 
him, and “he will leave his father and his mother and cleave to his wife, 
and the two will become one flesh.” {For his consort will be sent to him 
and he will leave his father and mother} Our sister Sophia, who came 
down in innocence so that she might set right her deficiency, was therefore. 
named ‘Life. іе, the Mother of the living, by the Pronoia of heavenly 
authority. And through her they tasted of the perfect knowledge. 1 (ie 
Christ the narrator; SR has Epinoia) appeared in the form of an eagle 
оп the tree of knowledge, which is the Epinoia from the holy, luminous 
Жопа, in order that 1 might teach them and awaken them from the 
depth of sleep. For both of them were in a fallen state, and they realized 
their nakedness. The Epinoia appeared to them as light, awakening their 
thinking. (Ap. John 11 22.28-23.35) 


Like the advent of Pronoia, the coming of Epinoia to Adam echoes 
the Johannine prologues announcement of the light coming into the 
world. Just as the prologue states that the darkness has not overcome 
the light (John 1:5), so also Yaldabaoth, the ruler of the darkness, can- 
not grasp the luminous Epinoia as if she were a physical object like 
Адат rib (Gen 2:21-22). The Apocryphon goes on to interpret further 
details from the Genesis protology: the mystery of marriage in Genesis 
2:23-24 is actually union with one’s spiritual consort from above; the 
nakedness of Gen 2:25 (cf. 3:7-21) represents a state of spiritual igno- 
rance raised to conscious thought by being clothed in the light. Neither 
was it the snake (Gen 3:13) who instructed the protoplasts, but Epinoia 
appearing as Christ in the form of an eagle, a passage that may be a 
veiled allusion to traditions identifying Christ with the serpent that 
stemmed from John 3:13-15, to the effect that that the true revealer is 
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Christ, an enemy of the serpent: “No one has ascended into heaven but 
he who descended from heaven, the Son of man. And as Moses lifted 
up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of man be lifted up, 





that whoever believes in him may have eternal lif 
‘Again, Pronoia's retreat to her luminous root is reflected in the lon- 

ger version alone by the episode of her timely extraction of Epinoia 

from the virgin Eve just before Yaldabaoth attempts to rape her?! 


"The first ruler saw the virgin who was standing with Adam, and the liv- 
ing, luminous Epinoia appeared from within her. And Yaldabaoth filled 
up with ignorance. But when the Providence of ай things realized this, she 
sent some beings, and they snatched Life away рот Eve. And the first ruler 
defiled her and begot from her two children. (Ap. John I1 249-17) 





2.14. Third Descent of Pronoia (11 30,32-31,25) 


Still for a third time I went—I am the light which exists in the light, 1 
ат the remembrance of the Providence—that 1 might enter into the 
midst of darkness and the interior of Hades, and I filled my face with 
the light of the completion (ouvréheut) of their acon. And I entered into 
the midst of their prison, which is the prison of the body (одна). And 1 
said, "He who hears, let him get up from the deep sleep.” And he wept and 
shed tears, biter tears he wiped from himself. And he said, "Who is it that 
calls my name and from where has this hope come to me, while 1 am in 
the chains of the prison?" And I said, “I am the Providence of the pure 
light; I am the thinking of the virginal Spirit (rapBevoxdv тусн), who 
raises you up to the honored place. Arise and remember that it is you 
who hearkened, and follow your root, which is 1, the merciful One, and 
guard yourself against the angels of poverty and the demons of chaos and 
ай those who ensnare you, and beware of the deep sleep and the enclosure 
of the inside of Hades.” And 1 raised him up and sealed (ogpayiGew) 
him in the light of the water with Five Seals (ogperis), in order that 
death might not have power over him from this time on. (Ap. John Ш 
3032-3125) 
Pronoias ultimately-salvific goal having been temporarily thwarted in 
her first two descents, first by the ill-prepared wickedness of her poten- 
tial followers, and second by the impending collapse of the material 
cosmos they inhabit, her third descent succeeds in guaranteeing the 
final salvation of her fallen members by raising them from their cos- 
mic prison by means of the baptism of the Five Seals. This pattern of 
descents is reminiscent of certain Jewish Wisdom poems, according 


= Barc and Painchaud 1999, 328. 
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to which Sophia/Wisdom attempts to secure a dwelling place in the 
world she helped to create, sometimes finding an earthly reception, as 
in Sirach 24, and sometimes not, as in 1 Enoch 42. The only evidence 
of possible Christian influence is Pronoias сай to awakening “Не who 
hears, let him get up from the deep sleep” which has a parallel in Eph 
5:14: "Awake, O sleeper, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall give 
you light”? 

On her third descent into the lower world, Pronoia-Christ, as the 
only-begotten of the Invisible Spirit "entered into the midst of their 
prison which is the prison of the body” (II 31,3-4). The longer version 
(II 19,3-6) emphasizes that this prison is not only the material body, 
but also the psychic body created by the rulers according to their like- 
ness, The phrase “once more” probably alludes to the distinct accounts 
of the creation of humanity, taking Gen 1:27 as referring to the psychic 
body and Gen 2:7 as referring to the material body: 


And the human appeared, because of the shadow [spark] of the Light 
within him. And his intellect was superior to all those who had created 
Bim. When they looked up, they saw that his intelect was superior, and 
they devised a plan with the entire archontic and angelic company. They 
took fire and earth and water and mixed them together with the four 
flaming winds, and beat them together, and created a great disturbance. 
And they brought him into the shadow of death, so that they might once 
‘again mold him, from the earth and water and fire and wind that are from 
‘matter—ie. the ignorance of darkness and desire and their Counterfeit 
Spirit—, which is the tomb of the remolding of the body with which the 
robbers clothed the human, the bond of forgetfulness (SR: “matter”) And 
he became a mortal human. It was this one who first descended, and was 






a hymn 
to awakening (NHC IE 34-10 14-21 diced in the above cation) thal causes a 
soca mba i the ist two. The secondary character of this 
material is suggested by a literary scam in I 91,4 (а low explaining the “prison” as 
Se body), by Re dit oa gir addrence là JE ota te Sua denen 
of the first two stanzas (1123) and by the shift from the first person singular 
narrative in the first two stanzas to the siyle of third person naraiv in 31:6-10 and 
direct address in 313-6 and 31,14-21 in the third stanza. The deletion of these addi- 
tional hundred or so words bring is length more into line with thal of the Arst two. 

‘appear that а redactor has combined two originally independent traditions, (1) а 
Күштік aretalogy оп Pronoi's tripke descent and (2) a liturgical fragment contain- 
ing а call to awakening like the one quoted by Paul in Eph S14 (Awake, O sleeper, 
arise Irom the dead, and Christ shall give you light and introduced by a los 
explaining that the prison of chaos is the body 
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the first separation. But it was the Epinoia of the (SR: rst") Light that 
was in him who was to awaken his intellect. (Ap. John ЇЇ 20,28-21,16) 
In the longer version of the Apocryphon of John, Pronoia’s third descent 
is narratively equated with the appearance of Christ to John.” Just as 
Pronoia awakens and strengthens the sleeper by bringing knowledge, 
so also Christ comes in response to the doubting John, giving him 
the complete revelation of true knowledge in the form of the entire 
Apocryphon: 
And behold, now I shall go up (SR: “I first ascended”) to the perfect 
aeon. I have completed everything for you in your hearing, 1 have told 
you everything, so that you may write it down and give it secretly to 
those who share the same Spirit as you. For this is the secret of the 
immovable race. (Ap. John П 31,25-31) 


3. THE TRIMORPHIC PROTENNOIA 


It has often been noted that the Pronoia monologue’ pattern of three 
salvific descents is precisely the same pattern exhibited in the three 
subtractates of the Trimorphic Protennoia, where the Mother Barbelo/ 
Protennoia narrates her three successive earthly descents as Protennoia, 
the First Thought of the Invisible Spirit. Beginning with George MacRae, 
this similarity has led several scholars to suspect that there must be a 
close literary relationship between the Pronoia hymn and the three 
subtractates of the Trimorphic Protennoia.” Indeed, careful analysis 
strongly suggests that some form of the Pronoia monologue probably 
formed the initial inspiration, if not a direct source, for the original 
composition of the Trimorphic Protennoia. While the Pronoia mono- 
logue by itself evinces no specifically Christological content, this was 
soon acquired: first, by its incorporation into the longer version of the 
Apocryphon of John as the final self-revelatory speech of Christ, who 
is claimed as the proclaimer of its entire content, and second, by its 
expansion into the Trimorphic Protennoia, where Protennoia appears 





‘As Barc and Painchaud (1999, 329-330) note, the monologue's conclusion refers 
the reader back to the тари prepended to the entire longer version of the Apocryphon: 
“The teaching [of the Savior] and the [revelation] of the mysteries, hidden in silence, 
[which] he taught to John, [his] disciple” (1 11-4). 

= MacRae 1970, 86-101. For further discussion, see Poirier’s essay in this volume, 
as well as Turner 1990, 374-405; and Turner 2005, 405-412 
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as the Logos who descends to reveal himself to those dwelling in dark- 
ness, rescue Jesus from the cross, and elevate her seed into the light. 

‘According to the Pronoia monologue, during her first and second 
descents, Pronoia is apparently not recognized by those she seeks to 
enlighten. But when the triple-descent motif of the Pronoia mono- 
logue was taken up by the Trimorphic Protennoia, even though the 
hostile powers continually fail to recognize her true identity, any con- 
ceivable instance of her failure to be manifested to her fallen members 
was eliminated. Thus on Protennoia's first descent she says: “I cry out 
їп everyone, and they recognize it (the voice), since a seed indwells 
шет)” (36,15-16): 


1 [descended to the] midst of the underworld and I shone [down upon 
the] darkness. It is I who poured forth the [water]. It is | who am hid- 
den within [radiant] waters. I am the one who gradually put forth the 
АП by my Thought. It is 1 who am laden with the Voice. It is through 
те that Gnosis comes forth. [1] dwell in the ineffable and unknowable 
ones. 1 am perception and knowledge, uttering a Voice by means of 
thought. [I] am the real Voice. I cry out in everyone, and they recognize 
it (the voice), since a seed indwells [them]. 1 am the Thought of the 
Father and through me proceeded [the] Voice, that is, the knowledge 
of the everlasting things. I exist as Thought for the [АШ being joined 
to the unknowable and incomprehensible Thought—I revealed mysel— 
yes, 1—атоп all those who recognize me. For it is 1 who am joined 
with everyone by virtue of the hidden Thought and an exalted «Voice», 
even a Voice from the invisible Thought. And itis immeasurable since it 
dwells in the Immeasurable One. It is a mystery; it is [unrestrainable] by 
[the Incomprehensible One]. It is invisible {to all those who are] visible 
in the All. [И is a Light] dwelling in Light. (Trim. Prot, 364-33) 


But now I have come down and reached down to Chaos. And I was 
[with] my own who were in that place. [I am hidden} within them, 
empowering [them and] giving them shape. And [from the first day] 
until the day [when I will grant mighty power] to those who [are mine, 
Lwil reveal myself to] those who have [heard my mysteries], that is, the. 
[Sons] of [the] Light. (Trim. Prot. 4029-41.1) 


On her second descent, Protennoia again succeeds in making herself 
known. She says, "And I hid myself in everyone and revealed [myself] 
within them, and every mind seeking me longed for me” (4521-23) 


And I hid myself in everyone and revealed [myself] within them, and 
рса sting же рери von четт oka gre sap ofA 
when it had no form. And I transformed their forms into (other) forms 
until the time when a form will be given to the AIL It is through me that 
the Voice originated and it is I who put the breath within my own. And 
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Least into them the eternally holy Spirit and I ascended and entered my 
Light. (Trim. Prot. 4521-31) 


Оп her third descent as Logos, Protennoia disguises herself by appear- 
ing in the likeness of everyone; no one recognizes her, humans and 
cosmic powers alike, until she reveals herself to her own, who imme- 
diately receive her: 


(The first time) I [old all of them about my mysteries] that exist in [the 
incomprehensible), inexpressible [Aeons]. I taught [them the mysteries] 
through the [Voice that exists] within a perfect Intellect [and 1] became a 
foundation for the All, and [I empowered] them. The second time I came 
in the [Speech] of my Voice. 1 gave shape to those who [took] shape 
until their consummation. The third time I revealed myself to them 
lin] their tents as Word and I revealed myself in the likeness of their 
shape. And I wore everyone's garment and 1 hid myself within them, 
and [they] did not know the one who empowers те. For 1 dwell within 
all the Sovereignties and Powers and within the Angels and in every 
movement [that] exists in all matter. And I hid myself within them until 
revealed myself to my [brethren]. And none of them (the Powers) knew 
me, [although] it is I who work in them. Rather [they thought] that the 
All was created [by them] since they are ignorant, not knowing [their] 
root, the place in which they grew. (Trim. Prot. 47,5-28) 


"This failure of the cosmic powers and those who worship them— 
perhaps Christians who worship the creator of the lower world—to 
recognize Protennoia’s identity is especially evident in the final pages 
of the Trimorphic Protennoia. They narrate the incognito descent of 
Protennoia as the divine Logos, hidden in the forms of the various 
celestial powers, culminating in her final self-revelation within her 
earthly members. In 4714-15, Protennoia reveals herself to them as 
the Logos “in their tents” (cf. John 1:14). Then in Trim. Prot. 49,7-8, it 
is said that the Archons thought Protennoia-Logos was “their Christ, 
while actually she dwells in everyone” 

In 49,6-50,20, traditional Christological titles such as Son of God 
("Son of the Archigenetor") and Son of Man are polemically inter- 
preted from a Sethian point of view, in a consciously transcenden- 
talizing fashion. Protennoia became the "beloved" of the Archons 
because since she had temporarily disguised herself as Son of the 
Archigenetor until the end of his ignorant decree. Among the "Sons 
of Man" Protennoia revealed herself as a Son of Man even though she 
is really the Father of everyone. As Logos, Protennoia has put on Jesus 
and borne him aloft from the cursed cross into his Father's dwelling 
places (cf. John 14:2-3). By implication, the Son of God of the apos- 
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tolic Christian churches is actually the son of the ignorant world cre- 
ator; and its Son of Man is only a human among the sons of men: 


[Lwas] dwelling in them [in the form of each one. (The Archons] thought. 
(шағ 1) was their Christ. Indeed I [dwell in] everyone. Indeed within 
those in whom [I revealed myself] as Light [1 eluded] the Archons. I 
am their Beloved, [for] in that place 1 clothed myself [as] the Son of the 
Archigenetor, and 1 was like him until the end of his decree, which is the 
ignorance of Chaos. And among the Angels I revealed myself in their 
likeness, and among the Powers as if I were one of them, but among 
the Sons of Man as И I were a Son of Man, even though I am Father of 
everyone. I hid myself within them all until I revealed myself among my 
members, which are mine... and until I gather [together] all [my fellow] 
brethren within my [eternal kingdom. And 1 proclaimed to them the 
ineffable Five Seals in order that [ might] abide in them and they also 
might abide in me (John 154). As for me, I put оп Jesus. I bore him from 
the ured wood, and established him in the dwelling places of his Father 
‘And those who watch over their dwelling places did not recognize me. I, 
Tam unrestrainable together with my Seed, and my Seed, which is mine, 
T shall [place] into the Holy Light within an incomprehensible Silence. 
Amen. (Trim. Prot. 496-5020) 


Some of these polemical Sethian reinterpretations of "orthodox" 
Christology in the Trimorphic Protennoia seem to depend on key texts 
from the Gospel of John in order to score their point in any acute fash- 
ion. The Johannine prologue’ initial claim “In the beginning was the 
Logos” is countered by showing that what existed in the beginning was 
not the Logos, but rather the silent divine First Thought, which only 
later manifested itself as the Logos. This mild polemic is radicalized in 
the above citation from the third subtractate (Trim. Prot. 49,6-50,20) 
by arguing that the Logos in his incognito descent fooled everyone 
except his congenital members who recognized him; this theme of 
mutual recognition between the revealer and "his own” is of course 
also fundamental to the Johannine literature generally. 


7 с Jta tit 1-444 1420: 172-231 йа 23-8 324 из 819-20 
п өе deur the кой Shaped cha i3) hc vok ich i eq har 
thd pod tos thw a eu deberi rb es he ot te re 
син. hte cep wi Renate thc eps vo aol ox he 
eure fob b bcm De dee shetty ar me iili 
Sikh heed ich ets thet tei г токе d da ee 
Ша hear ha voe ә dh йо ше a wa GE S AC t 
outer dono бэле эв, 
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The underlying assumption seems to be that an ignorant creator 
God has fooled the leaders of the Johannine and other churches into 
teaching others to believe that the Christ was the Son of the world 
creator. In contrast to the traditional view of John 1:14, Protennoia 
merely appeared as the Logos “in their tents"? in the “likeness of their 
shape" but did not actually become flesh. In only disguising himself as 
the Christ of the Johannine community, the Logos was no Son of Man 
who was lifted up and glorified on the cross, going to prepare a place 
for the believers; instead, the Logos was the Father of everyone who 
descended to rescue Jesus from the “cursed” —not redemptive!—cross. 
In apparent reference to John 14:2-3, it was not Jesus who prepared 
а dwelling place for his followers; instead, it was the Logos who raised 
Jesus aloft and installed him into the aeonic “dwelling places of his 
Father,” not the world creator, but the true Father, the Invisible Spirit 
(Trim, Prot. 50.12-16). In contrast to the Johannine gospel, rather 
than being the agent of salvation, Jesus is among its recipients. Indeed 
the Logos did come to confer a baptism, but not a baptism merely con- 
ferring the Spirit as in John 3:5 (Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one 
is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God"); 
it was instead a baptism that resulted in immediate rapture into the 
Light. Rather than having to await the arrival of Jesus or the Paraclete 
to "draw all people” unto himself (John 3:14; 8:22; 12:32-34), in the 
Trimorphic Protennoia, salvation is immediate: “he received the Five 
Seals from [the Light] of the Mother, Protennoi [he became а 
light] in Light" (Trim. Prot. 4831-35). 

‘We have seen that, by placing the monologue of Pronoia on ће 
lips of Jesus in the conclusion of its main narrative, the Apocryphon of 
John regards Jesus rather than Barbelo/Pronoia as the one who raises 
her members into the light. In rather stark contrast, the Trimorphic 
Protennoia makes Jesus the object of redemption rather than its pro- 
vider. In an apparent parody of John 12:31-32 (“Now is the judgment 
of this world, now shall the ruler of this world be cast out: and I, when 
Lam lifted up from the earth, will draw all men to myself”), Jesus is 

















ents” (ová) may be a gloss on “the likeness of their shape” in Trim. 
Prot. 47,16 in what seems to be conscious apposition to à 2ijos ойр ресе xul 
бокімебеу iv july of John 124). However, the concept of tenting may have been part 
of the Logos theology of the original aretalogy, cf. Sirach 24:8: ire есето ши д 
Xam; Сау, кш 6 kriga pe калама, rhv evî jou ко) eine Ev ha 
‘sataaxivedoy кий èv аратӣ. caraxhapovouints. 
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indeed raised up by Barbelo/Protennoia rather than his Father, but it 
is she rather than he who will draw all men to herself. 


4. THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE 


‘The Johannine prologue also manifests an incipient tendency towards 
periodizing the activity of the Logos into three phases in much the 
same way that the activity of Pronoia in the Pronoia monologue and 
the activity of Protennoia in the Trimorphic Protennoia are struc- 
tured: the primordial act of creation and shining into the darkness 
(John 1:1-5), the initial entrance into the created order which did not 
recognize him (vv. 9-11), and the incarnation of the Logos in which 
he finally makes the Father known (vv. 12,14,16,18).” Just as in the 
Trimorphic Protennoia, where deliberate Christological interpretation. 
occurs in the third part describing the final descent of Protennoia 
as the Logos, so also the specifically Christological content of the 
Johannine prologue occurs in the third part, and in both composi- 
tions this shift to Christological content is marked by the concept of 
the incarnation, the Logos “tenting” among men as Jesus Christ, the 
unique son of the Father. Unlike Matthew and Luke—or the opinions 
of the thirteen “kingdoms” of the Apocalypse of Adam—the prologue 
connects the incarnation to the baptism, not the birth of Jesus. 

Just as the Trimorphic Protennoia seems to polemicize against 
certain views promulgated in the Fourth Gospel, Elaine Pagels” has 
pointed out that the Fourth evangelist polemicizes against various 
interpretations of Gen 1:1-3 according to which, on the “first day" 
prior to the world’s creation, the form of the primal human (66) was 
‘manifested simultaneously with the appearance of the primordial light 
(pûç). Thus the primordial light is implicitly present in human nature 
(and vice-versa). With regard to the Genesis account of the creation 
itself, various exegetes, including Philo, the Hermetic Poimandres, the 
Gospel of Thomas (logia 1-3, 17-19, 22, 61, 77, 85). the Apocryphon of 
John, and certain rabbis, interpreted Gen 1:27 as showing that this pri- 
mordial human form was manifested in two stages: at first, when “God 
created adam in his image.” he created a singular being—“in the image 
of God he created him” (Сеп 1:27b)—who is also identical with the 





© СС Becker 1979, 70; Smith 1999, 18; Keener 2003, 336-337. 
= Pagels 1999, 477-436. 
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primordial light of Gen 1:3, but immediately thereafter, Gen 1:27с and 
Gen 2 depict humankind as a dual species, male and female— "male 
and female he created them” (Gen 1:27c). Likewise, the Apocryphon of 
John (II 4,26-5,11) initially identifies the primordial light as Barbelo, 
who is “the first Man." Later on in the text (П 14,16-20), after Sophia 
gives rise to the Archon, the divine voice—which in Genesis says “Let 
there be light"—again identifies the primordial light by informing the 
lower authorities that “Man exists, and the Son of Man.” Thereupon 
"the Holy Father appeared to them in human form" and the abyss was 
shaken by “the light of his image that appeared” (II 14,33; 15,3). Here, 
the primordial light is both divine and human, and not a few Christian 
exegetes would have identified that light as the pre-existent Christ 

Against such views, the Johannine prologue (John 1:3) denies that 
the primordial light of Gen 1:1-3 was available through the image of 
God implicitly present in human nature. The divine image resides 
exclusively in the Logos, which only ages later became manifest in the 
figure of Jesus. Instead, the primordial light shone into an uncompre- 
hending darkness (John 1:5). Far from being sharing a natural affinity 
with humanity, when the light came into the world, humans failed 
to recognize it (1:10), and when it came to “its own." they rejected 
it (1:11). From the time of its original appearance until the time of 
John the Baptist, the primordial light failed to penetrate the world's 
darkness; it manifests its glory, not at the beginning of the cosmos 
or in primordial humanity, but only when it “became flesh and dwelt 
among us" in the person of Jesus. 

For both the Logos of the Johannine prologue and the figure of 
Pronoia in the Apocryphon of John, the revealer remains unrecognized 
by the denizens of the lower world, but on the third descent succeeds 
їп being recognized by those who are to be raised into the light. Yet 
unlike the prologue, Pronoia's failure to be recognized is due, not to 
the natural opposition of darkness to light or to a rejection on the 
part of her "own." but to her apparent self-concealment during her 
first two descents, while on her third descent she clearly announces 
her presence. In this sense, neither the Johannine prologue nor the 
Pronoia monologue regards cosmic or cosmogonical manifestation as 
a path to the salvific knowledge of God. 
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42. The Transcendent Preexistence of the Logos 


In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God. He was in the beginning with God; ай things were made 
through him, and without him was not anything made that was made. 
(ohn 1:1-3) 


Тһе Apocryphon of John (11 6,10-7,30) identifies the Word with the 
creative instrumentality of the unique (пецхпо OYAATT = povoyevhg: 
6,17) self-generated (Autogenes) Child of Barbelo and the Invisible 
Spirit, who anointed him with his own goodness or "Christhood" 
арпатіа). While he is fully divine and fully perfect, not lacking in any 
goodness, he is not equal to Pronoia. The Christological relationship 
is thus defined as one of subordination, while yet insisting that Christ 
is perfect. Through the Word, the Autogenes Christ creates only the 
divine realm of aeons structured around the Four Luminaries, having 
nothing to do with the lower world that originated through the lower 
mother Sophia. 


42. First Descent of the Logos (1:4-5) 


In him was life, and the life was the light of men. The light shines in the 
darkness, and the darkness has not overcome it. (John 1:4-5) 


In the Apocryphon of John, these sentences parallel the first descent 
of the light into the world in the form of the luminous image of the 
archetypal Man and Son of Man in whose image the lower rulers form 
the protoplastic Adam. Despite their attempts to capture that light in 
а mortal soul and material body, the lower rulers could not succeed 
їп overcoming the illumining power of the light. The initial appear- 
ance of the image of the archetypal Man also prefigures the subsequent 
appearance of the Epinoia of light as the spiritual Eve, the mother of the 
living hidden within Adam (cf. the Johannine “in him was life”) to illu- 
mine subsequent humanity with a true knowledge of the divine realm. 


(There was a man sent from God, whose name was John. He came for 
testimony, to bear witness to the light, that all might believe through 
him. He was not the light, but came to bear witness to the light.) (John 
16-8) 


"The Apocryphon of John understands the John referred to here as the 
son of Zebedee and not the Baptist, sent to bear testimony to his fellow 
spirits of the immovable race, who are all the progeny of the Mother's 
seed caught in the world of darkness. 
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As is well known, Bultmann also argued that the insertion of refer- 
ences to John the Baptist in verses 6-8 and 15 of the prologue is best 
explained by regarding it as a hymn originally composed in honor 
of John the Baptist.” As in the Benedictus hymn of Luke 1:76-79, in 
which Zechariah proclaims John to be the prophet of the Most High 
who gives his people knowledge of salvation when the light from on 
high dawns to illumine those dwelling in darkness," the original ver- 
sion of the prologue would have proclaimed John as the definitive 
advent of the Logos or the divine light and wisdom into this world. 
Once introduced to the Johannine community and incorporated into 
the Fourth Gospel, the evangelist would have inserted these verses in 
order to construe Jesus rather than John as the true light and Logos 
coming into the world, while the Baptist becomes a mere witness to 
that event, 


4.3. Second descent of the Logos (1:9-13) 


"The true light that enlightens every man was coming into the world, He 
was in the world, and the world was made through him, yet the world 
knew him not. He came to his own home, and his own people received 
him not. But to all who received him, (who believed in his name), he 
gave power to become children of God; (who were born, not of blood 
nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will of man, but of God.) (John 
19-13) 


‘These sentences parallel the Apocryphon of John’s story of the second 
descent of Pronoia (identified with Christ) in the form of the luminous 
Epinoia who teaches the protoplasts to eat from the tree of knowledge, 
a figure that the longer version also identifies as Christ. In various 
episodes, Epinoia comes as the emissary of light to the Mother's seed 
to enlighten them and combat the rulers of darkness, who continu- 
ally thwart her work. Like the prologue, she teaches them that their 


> Bultmann 1971, 19-31; contra Keener 2003, 333-3: 
construc these as referring to ohn son of Zebedee 

™" The portrayal of the deliverer or his forerunner as a light dawning (ахде, 
‘evatohi) or entering the world is also found in the Testament of Levi 18 concerning 
the advent of the messianic priest king. Besides drawing on the Jewish motif of the 
descent of the divine Wisdom as presented in Sirach 24 and 1 Enoch 42, such texts 
may also draw on the tradition of the eschatological advent of the star and scepter 
of Num 24:17, often interpreted as to the advent of a royal and a priestly 
Messiah by the Dead Sea sect and others (cE IQM 11,6: 1QSb 5,20-25; 4QTest 9-13; 
CD 73-21: also T. Jud. 24 and Rev 2216). 
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true identity does not belong to flesh and blood nor to sexual desire 
and reproduction, which are the lies used by the rulers to keep them 
entrapped in the darkness. Instead, they are the children of God to 
whom is revealed the true name of God, the Christ: “the Name will be 
told to those who are worthy of it” (BG 32,18-19; the longer version 
11 827-30 adds that Christ “has been called with a name that is above 
every пате? cf. Phil 2:5-11). 


44. Third Descent of the Logos (1:14) 


And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us. full of grace and truth; 
We have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father. (John 
14) 


In the Apocryphon of John, on her third descent into the lower world, 
Pronoia-Christ, as the only-begotten of the Invisible Spirit “entered 
into the midst of their prison which is the prison of the body” (II 
31,3-4), not only the material body as in both versions, but, for the 
longer version, also in the super-added psychic body. 

Although the Trimorphic Protennoia emphasizes that Protennoia 
аз Logos appeared in human likeness rather than actually becoming 
flesh, both it and the Pronoia monologue equate Pronoia/Protennoia's 
third descent into the world with the Johannine prologue's account of 
Jesus coming in the flesh and thereby invite their readers to consider 
the entire Fourth Gospel in terms of the Christ's mission to awaken 
ignorant humanity to a recognition that they are the true children of 
God who must reject darkness and receive the light, which is Christ 
himself. In this way all instances of resistance to Jesus’ mission in the 
Gospel of John are to be seen merely as further attempts by the rulers 
and powers of darkness to oppose the saving work of the divine realm 
through Christ. 


(John bore witness to him, and cried, “This was he of whom I said, “Не 
who comes after me ranks before me, for he was before те") (John. 
125) 
Here, the reference to John is again understood by the Apocryphon of 
John to apply to Jesus disciple John son of Zebedee, not the Baptist 
of the Fourth Gospel. And of course, both works emphasizes the pre- 
existence of Christ before the creation of the world and before the 
mission of John. 
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And from his fullness (xAsipns) have we all received grace upon grace. 
For the law was given through Moses: grace and truth came through 
Jesus Christ. No one has ever seen God; the only Son, who is in the 
bosom of the Father, he has made him known. (John 1:16-18) 


Both the Apocryphon of John (using хАйрора) and the Gospel of John 
(here using x)ipng) agree that the fullness of God is revealed only 
through Christ's descent into the world, which is what makes both of 
these texts “Christian.” By contrast with Christ, who as the only son of 
the Father has seen God and brings the full revelation of the truth, Moses 
did not truly see God as claimed in Exodus (Ap. John II 249-12:сі. 
13,20), and his Torah contains only a clouded version of the truth, 
Moses has seen only the lower God, and misunderstood what has taken 
place (cf. "not as Moses said/wrote,” Ap. John П 13,19-20; 2222-23; 
233 294). 

Although present evidence is inconclusive, the parallels in imagery 
and structure between the Pronoia monologue and the Johannine pro- 
logue suggest that they may be nearly contemporaneous compositions. 
If so, the notion of a redeemer's threefold or three-stage descent to 
rescue those few who recognize him or her from the realm of darkness 
or chaos to the realm of light was celebrated in the form of various 
liturgical hymns sometime in the late first century. 

Essentially, this scheme of the triple descent of the divine First 
‘Thought into this world is a derivative of speculation at home in the 
Hellenistic Jewish Wisdom schools responsible for the personification 
of the figure of the divine Wisdom and the development of the myth 
concerning her role in the creation of the world and in the subsequent 
enlightenment of mankind as itis found especially in Proverbs (espe- 
cially 8; 16-18), Sirach (especially 1; 24), Wisdom (especially 9-10), 4 
Ezra, 1 Enoch 42, and in Philo.” In this Wisdom tradition, the exalted 
Sophia was identified with the divine name, glory and Shekinah, and 
with the revelation of the divine will in the form of the Torah. Sophia 
жаз conceived as a radiant light, the effulgence of the most high, who 
provided enlightenment for all who would seek her instruction. She 
was the first-born of all creation, and by her the world was established. 
She was the overflowing source of light and life, a canal of water flow- 
ing into a river flowing into a sea, and made her instruction shine 
forth like the dawn. She made her throne in a pillar of cloud, and she 








See above, note 19. 
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covered the earth like a mist, and those who thirsted for her could 
drink of her. Such images appear also іп the early chapters of Genesis, 
where it speaks of the Spirit hovering over the face of the Tehom, or 
а mist covering the earth in the Garden of Eden. Having been God's 
instrument in the creation of the All, she was tirelessly active in the 
attempt to enlighten its human denizens and save them from peril. It 
is significant that Wisdom 10:1-6 historicizes Wisdom's salvific activ- 
ity in the following sequence of visitations: she protected the first- 
formed father of the world, saved the earth from the flood through 
Noah and the ark, recognized the righteousness of Abraham amidst 
the confusion of Babel, and rescued Lot from the fire that descended 
on Sodom and Gomorrah; the second and fourth of these visitations 
correspond rather precisely with those attributed to Seth in the Sethian 
treatises the Apocalypse of Adam and the Gospel of the Egyptians, while 
the first corresponds closely with the descent of Pronoia as Epinoia/ 
Eve in the Apocryphon of John. Eventually, Sophia desired to seek a 
place where she might dwell and set up her tent. In 1 Enoch 42, her 
seeking is unsuccessful and she twice reascends to heaven among the 
angels (cf. 4 Ezra 5:9), while it was only Iniquity who left her abode 
to dwell like a rain or dew among those whom she did not expect to 
meet. But in Sirach 24, Sophia's seeking is successful, and she makes 
her tent among the children of Israel in Zion in the form of the Mosaic 
Torah. 

To judge from the Johannine prologue, the Pronoia monologue 
and the Trimorphic Protennoia, the myth of Sophia's two unsuccessful 
descents in 1 Enoch 42 and her successful one in Sirach 24 were com- 
bined into a total of three descents into the lower world, two unsuc- 
cessful, and the third, successful, resulting in the final awakening and 
salvation of those who received her. The basic (and perhaps oldest) 
Sethian texts reflecting such speculation on Sophia, that is, the Pronoia 
monologue, and the Trimorphic Protennoia, are clearly structured 
around the attempts of the divine First Thought to enter the daily life 
of a humankind who had become oblivious to her, and to reveal her- 
self and her ultimate source in the higher world. A similar pattern is 
ascribed to the Logos in the Johannine prologue, but without a clear 
enumeration of descents, and only a select few respond to the call for 
enlightenment. 
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5. BAPTISM IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND THE 
APOCRYPHON OF JOHN 


As we have seen, both the Pronoia monologue of the Apocryphon of 
John and the Trimorphic Protennoia portray the salvation brought by 
Pronoia/Protennoia on her third descent in ritual terms, as enlight- 
enment conferred through the baptismal rite of the Five Seals, in 
which one is raised up and “sealed in the luminous water” Although 
the Johannine prologue apparently contains no explicit reference to a 
baptismal ritual, the coming of the Logos into the flesh nevertheless 
allows believers to see the “glory” of the Logos who alone has seen the 
Father. Could it be that this act of seeing is somehow related to a form 
of baptism? 

While we know next to nothing about the baptismal ritual of the 
Johannine community, one does note a cluster of Johannine baptismal 
‘motifs—such as Light, Living Water, the descent of the Spirit upon 
Jesus reminiscent of the descent of the Logos to become flesh, and the 
appearance of John as the precursory Voice announcing the advent 
of the divine light into the world—motifs that are even more explic- 
itly utilized by the "Barbeloite" precursors of Sethianism. These ele- 
ments were perhaps already associated with the prologue of the Fourth 
Gospel prior to its incorporation into the Fourth Gospel, no matter 
whether—on the hypothesis of Bultmann—it may have originated 
among the disciples of John the Baptist, or whether it may have been 
an inner-Johannine composition based on the kinds of considerations 
that later appeared also in 1 John 1:1-3. That is, the prologue may 
have been introduced into the community either at its inception, or 
else later on, prepended to some version of the gospel as an appropri- 
ate prologue. 

Once introduced to the Johannine community and incorporated 
into the Fourth Gospel, the evangelist would have inserted verses 6-8 
and 15 in order to construe Jesus rather than John as the true light 
and Logos coming into the world, while the Baptist becomes a mere 
witness to that event: "You sent to John, and he has borne witness to 
the truth.. he was a burning and shining lamp, and you were willing 
to rejoice for a while in his light" (3:33-35). The evangelist further 
elaborated this construction of John in 1:19-37 by omitting the tradi- 
tion of Jesus’ baptism by John" and having John explicitly deny that 





> Perhaps continuing a tendency to downplay Jesus baptism by John, as appears in 
the explanatory dialogue stressing Jesus superiority to the Baptist prior fo the baptism 
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he is the Christ or Elijah or the prophet (like Moses) and assert both 
the superiority and priority of Jesus.” whom he claims not to have 
known, but upon whom he has seen the Spirit descend and remain, 
as well as portraying Jesus’ first two disciples as having defected from 
following John. In this way. John's water baptism has become super- 
ceded by a visionary experience of the descent of the Spirit (in this 
case, upon Jesus, who will in turn enable its future descent on those 
who believe in him). 

Moreover, the Baptist represents a less articulate stage of revelation 
in preparation for the advent of Jesus as Word: thus Christ appears as 
the fully articulate Logos who speaks the words of eternal life (6:68), 
while John the Baptist only appears as a mere “Voice crying in the 
wilderness” to prepare the way of the Lord (John 1:23: cf. Isa 40:3), 
Here, the Fourth Gospel's distinction between the Voice and the Logos 
indeed constitutes a certain parallel with the Trimorphic Protennoia, 
"The Trimorphic Protennoia presents one with a sort of theology of 
revelation, in which the First Thought of the Invisible Spirit reveals 
itself throughout history in increasing degrees of articulateness: first 
а pure, but not fully articulate Voice which in some sense empowers 
Protennoia's members; second, a more articulate Speech which gives 
them shape, i.e., "informs" them; and third, the fully articulate Logos 
who appears in their own, human, shape. 

Interpreted in light of the Sethian salvation history of the Apocryphon 
of John, the First Thought's initial appearance as Voice occurs with 
Barbelo's revelation to the Archon creator that "Man exists, and the Son 
of Man," a phrase probably originally referring to the supreme God Man 
and his Son, the archetypal Adam, in whose image the earthly Adam is 
made (II 14,13-15). Her second appearance as the feminine Speech of 
the Voice parallels the appearance of the Epinoia or spiritual Eve, who 
reveals to Adam his true "shape" or "form" (II 20,14-28; 22,28-23,35), 
Her third appearance as the masculine and fully articulate Logos grants 
full enlightenment by means of the Five Seals, the Sethian baptismal 











3:14-15 and in Luke's (3:19-20) prefacing his brief mention of Jesus baptism 
in 321 by the notice that John had already been imprisoned by Herod Antipas, in 
effect leaving the administrator of the rite unidentified. 

5" "This superiority motif reappears in John 325-28: 4:1; 1040-42. 

Nevertheless, in the larger scheme of the Fourth Gospel, the shift from obscurity 
to clarity rests nol so much on this theory of increasingly articulate revelatory media 
as it does on the key event of the crucifixion: Jesus as revealer speaks in riddles until 
the point of his glorification on the cross, at which point it becomes clear to the 
disciples that not only has he come from the Father, but he is also going back to the 
Father (John 1625-30). 
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ritual (II 30,12-31,25). Nevertheless, both the Fourth Gospel and 
the Trimorphic Protennoia clearly associate the Logos with the final, 
definitive stage of revelation. While the Fourth Gospel distributes 
the functions of Voice and Word among distinct human figures, the 
Trimorphic Protennoia attributes them to one and the same transcen- 
dental being, Protennoia: she is not only the Voice that gave rise to 
the heavenly Christ who established the Four Lights and the Speech 
that confuses the Archons as it announces the impending end of their 
regime, but she is also the Logos who descended to redeem the earthly 
Jesus from the cross and elevate her seed into the light. 

Just as several Sethian texts construe the baptism of the Five Seals 
аз a visionary ascent into the transcendental realm," the Fourth 
Gospel also interprets baptism as a transcendental event. In contrast 
to the synoptic accounts, John the Baptist does not baptize Jesus in 
the ordinary waters of the Jordan, but instead witnesses the descent 
of the Spirit upon Jesus as the one who will baptize with the Holy 
Spirit (John 1:33). This Spirit is identified both as the words of Jesus 
(6:63) and as their future recapitulator (14:26) that will guide his dis- 
ciples into all truth (16:13). In the Nicodemus dialogue of chapter 3, 
it seems that the evangelist may have taken a phrase from a traditional 
Christian liturgy of baptism through which one was initiated into the 
community ("Unless one is born [from above? again?], he cannot enter 
the Kingdom of God,” John 3:5) and transformed it into a form more 
nearly parallel with the Sethian doctrine of baptism as a visionary 
ascent: “Unless one is born from above, he will never see the Kingdom 
of God" (John 3:3).” In chapters 3 and 4, we learn that while John the 
Baptist was baptizing at Aenon near Salim, Jesus was in Judea baptiz- 








7 Similarly in frg, 5 of Heracleon's commentary on the Gospel of John, the entire 
series of the prophets is regarded noise (эо, John the Baptist is the Voice (ge, 
lile the Savior s the Logor indeed the Voice is said о become the Logos 
ib transformed into a male. Ihe Trimorphic Protennola may have provided the pre- 
Christian conceptual background for tis theologoumenon: the thing that actuali 
кезе o mak isthe Wes or Fs Thought othe supreme 
deity. In Fug. 109, Philo considers Wisdom to be the Mother ofthe Logos, As the 
Mother of the cosmos, Wisdom speaks with increasing articulation to that cosmos 
from т con thigh ping unti the point were Wisdom he les up 
residence in the world created through her. 

Namely the Apocryphon of John, Ве Trimorphic Protennoia, the Apocalypse of 
Adam, the Gospel of the Egyptians, Melchizedek, Zostrianos, апа perhaps the Gospel of 
Judas. See Turner 1998b, 63-113; Turner 2006, 941-992; and Sevrin 1986. 

оба the Ворша identification of leu in 231 as “he who comes from above 
(vate) echoes Jesus dialog with Nicodemus about divine birth from above. 
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ing and making more disciples than John (although the evangelist or a 
later redactor denies the tradition that Jesus himself baptized: cf. John 
3:22-30; 41-2). In John 4:14.23, Jesus tells the Samaritan woman at 
Jacob's well that he dispenses a water that becomes in one who drinks 
of it a spring welling up to eternal life, and that true worshipers wor- 
ship the Father in Spirit and truth, a theme echoed again in John 7:38 
to the effect that springs of Living Water will flow from the heart of 
the one who believes in him. Indeed, this Living Water seems to be 
identical with either the Spirit or Jesus’ words or both. 

Now in Sethianism, Living Water is frequently mentioned in both 
theogonical and baptismal contextsand is sometimes directly associated 
with Jesus. In the Apocryphon of John (II 4,19-26), the primal lumi- 
nosity surrounding the Invisible Spirit is the Living Water from which 
Barbelo emerges as his First Thought. In the Trimorphic Protennoia 
(4616-19), the Logos who descends with the Five Seals is the one 
who pours forth Living Water upon the Spirit below from out of the 
spring of Living Water, which is identified with Protennoia herself as 
Voice of the divine First Thought. In the Gospel of the Egyptians, Seth 
appears in the form of the Logos-begotten Jesus bearing the sacred 
baptism of the Five Seals (Ш 62,24-64,9). For the (Sethian) Apocalypse 
of Adam (85,22-31), the hidden knowledge of Adam bequeathed to 
Seth is the holy baptism of those born through the Logos and the 
Living Water in the persons of the imperishable illuminators. Indeed, 
the latter two treatises (Gos. Ес. Ш 64,10-12; 66,10-11; Apoc. Adam 
8530-31) explicitly identify Jesus with the Living Water “Yesseus 
Mazareus Yessedekeus,” surely a barbarization of the name “Jesus of 
Nazareth.” 

Just as the Fourth Gospel seems to polemicize—by silence—against 
the tradition of Jesus’ (and perhaps also believers’) baptism in ordi- 
nary water, the Apocalypse of Adam quite clearly regards baptism in 
ordinary water as a means of enslaving its recipients to the will of 
the evil powers. The second half of this treatise (77.26-82.19) contains 
thirteen opinions—the last of which seems to represent the apostolic 
doctrine of baptism—concerning the origin of the saving Illuminator, 
who receives nourishment, glory. and power in the beyond, and then 
"comes (down) to ће water” —that is, descends to earth—whereupon 
he is recognized. But since the author or a later redactor regards such 
earthly waters as polluted and chaotic, he rejects these opinions in 
favor of the view that the Illuminator originates from above, where he 
resides in the light with the "three imperishable illuminators” Yesseus, 
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Mazareus, Yessedekeus, the Living Water." The incognito descents of 
the luminator are recognized only by those baptized, not in ordi- 
nary earthly water, but through a vision of the living water above. The 
Fourth Gospel also seems to reinterpret John’s water baptism in a sim- 
ilar way; as the Illuminator "comes to the water,” so John has a vision 
of the spirit coming upon Jesus, but not as upon one immersed in the 
earthly baptismal waters of the synoptic story, since according to John 
7:38-39, the true baptismal water is the living water of the spirit above. 
Like the Samaritan woman's confusion of the living water of eternal 
life that Jesus dispenses with the ordinary water of Jacob's well, the 
Baptist’s use of ordinary water amounts to ignorance: “I myself did 
not know him; but he who sent me to baptize with water said to me, 
“Не on whom you see the Spirit descend and remain, this is he who 
baptizes with the Holy Spirit” (John 1:33). One is also reminded of 
the Johannine Nicodemus, who recognizes Jesus only on the basis of 
his earthly self- manifestation, but, lacking baptismal rebirth in water 
and spirit, cannot undergo the visionary ascent requisite to entering 
the kingdom of heaven and seeing Jesus’ heavenly origin. 


6. REVELATORY MEDIA: VOICE AND WORD. 


In the Johannine texts so far discussed, the divine Voice serves as an 
important revelatory medium, sometimes for glorification, sometimes 
for judgment, and sometimes for both. Thus in the Apocryphon of John, 
оп the one hand the voice of the supreme deity glorifies the emergence 
of his and Barbelos self-generated: 


And the Holy Spirit completed the divine Self-originate, his Son with 
Barbelo, so as to have him stand near the great and Invisible Virginal 
Spirit as the divine Autogenes, the Christ, the one whom he honored 
with a loud voice. (Ap. John Ш 715-21) 


On the other hand, in the same work, when the divine Voice of Pronoia 
announces “Man exists and Son of Man" (II 1414-15) and she mani- 
fests her image in human form, the Voice, whose origin Yaldabaoth is 
unable to recognize, precipitates a cosmic disturbance: 


> Elsewhere Yesseus Mazareus Yessedekeus ("Jesus of Nazareth is righteous”?) 
is always а single Agure, but is here taken to refer to the three appearances of the 
luminator (Apoc. Adam 76-9). 
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‘The entire acon of the first ruler trembled, and the foundations of the 
abyss shook, and through the waters that are over matter the lower region 
[shone] from the [appearance] of his Image that had been revealed. And 
when all the authorities and the first ruler gazed in astonishment they 
saw the whole of the lower region shining. And through the light, they 
saw in the water the pattern of the Image. (Ap. John П 14,24-34) 


So also in the Trimorphic Protennoia, where Protennoia appears suc- 
cessively as the Voice, Speech and Word of the divine First Thought, 
her Voice not only conveys revelation, but also judgment: 


‘Then 1 too revealed my Voice secretly, saying, “Cease! Desist, (you 
archons) who tread on matter; for behold 1 am coming down to the 
world of mortals for the sake of my portion that was in that place from 
the time when the innocent Sophia was conquered, she who descended 
so that I might thwart their aim which the one revealed by her appoints.” 
And all were disturbed, each one who dwells in the house of the ignorant 
light and the abyss trembled. And the Archigenetor of ignorance reigned 
‘over Chaos and the underworld and produced a man in my likeness. But 
he neither knew that that one would become for him a sentence of dis- 
solution nor does he recognize the power in him. (Trim. Prot, 40,8-29) 


A similar result occurs when Protennoia reveals herself the second 
time as the Speech of the First Thought to announce the end of the 
Aeon of the archons: 


‘And the Powers all gathered and went up to the Archigenetor. [They 
said to] him, “Where is your boasting in which [you boast}? Did we not 
[hear you say], ‘am God [and I am) your Father and it is I who [begot] 
rou and there is no [other] beside те? Now behold, there has appeared 
Ta} Voice belonging to that invisible Speech of [he Aeon] (and) which 
we know not. And we ourselves did not recognize to whom we belong, 
for that Voice which we listened to is foreign to us, and we do not rec- 
ognize it; we did not know whence it was. It came and put fear in our 
midst and weakening in the members of our arms. So now let us weep 
and mourn most bitterly! As for the future, let us make our entire flight 
before we are imprisoned perforce and taken down to the bosom of the 
underworld.” (Trim. Prot. 43,31-44,14) 





А more compressed version of the same scene is offered by Irenaeus 
account of certain “other” Gnostics—later identified by Theodoret as 
“Sethians or Ophites"—in Adversus haereses 1.30.6: 


Yaldabaoth, becoming haughty in spirit, bragged over all that was beneath 
him, exclaiming “I am father, and God, and above me there is no one.” 
But when his mother heard him speak thus. she cried out against him, 
"Do not lie, Yaldabaoth: for the father of ай, the first Man, is above you 
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and so is Man the Son of Man." Then, while all of them were disturbed 
by this new voice and its unexpected proclamation and were seeking the 
source of the loud voice, so as to distract and seduce them for himself, 
Yaldabaoth exclaimed, "Come, let us make man after our image." 


Similarly in the Fourth Gospel, the revelatory medium of the divine 
voice conveys both glorification and judgment. Thus in John 12:28-33, 
after entering Jerusalem to shouts of “Hosanna,” Jesus invokes the 
Father to glorify the Son of Man through his elevation on the cross 
with the words "Father, glorify thy name” Thereupon the divine voice 
speaks 
‘Then a voice came from heaven, “I have glorified it, and 1 will glorify it 
again.” The crowd standing by heard it and said that it had thundered. 
Others said, "An angel has spoken to him." Jesus answered, “This voice 
has come for your sake, not for mine. Now is the judgment of this world, 
now shall the ruler of this world be cast out; and I, when 1 am lifted up 
from the earth, will draw all men to myself” 





In the Gospel of John, those who do not recognize the divine voice are 
stereotyped as Jews who claim the God of Israel as their Father, but do 
not recognize the divine voice: 


And the Father who sent me has himself borne witness to me. His voice 
you have never heard, his form you have never seen; and you do not 
have his word abiding in you, for you do not believe him whom he has 
sent. (John 537-38) 


Nor do they recognize the God whose word Jesus speaks: 


Jesus answered, “If I glorify myself, my glory is nothing: it is my Father 
who glorifies me, of whom you say that he is your God. But you have not 
Known him; I know him. If said. 1 do not know him, I should be а liar 
like you; but I do know him and I keep his word. (John 854-55) 


In fact they are devotees, not of God, but of the devil: 


If God were your Father, you would love me, for I proceeded and came 
forth from God: 1 came not of my own accord, but he sent me. Why do 
you not understand what I say? It is because you cannot bear to hear 
my word. You are of your father the devil, and your will is to do your 
father’s desires. He was а murderer from the beginning and has noth- 
ing to do with the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he lies, 
he speaks according to his own nature, for he is a liar and the father of 
lies. But, because I tell the truth, you do not believe me. Which of you 
convicts me of sin? If 1 tell the truth, why do you not believe me? Не 
who is of God hears the words of God: the reason why you do not hear 
them is that you are not of God. (John 842-47) 
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‘Mutatis mutandis, both the Gospel and Apocryphon of John character- 
ize the Jews and their leaders as accusing Jesus of being a liar who has 
abandoned the traditions of the fathers. In the Gospel: 


He is leading the people astray. (John 7:12) 
And in the Apocryphon: 
‘The Pharisee [said to him], (“This Nazarene has greatly] deceived you, 


and he [has filled your ears with lies] and closed [your minds] and turned 
you from the tradition of your ancestors." (Ap. John I 1,13-17) 





In this case, the representative of the Jews is the Pharisee Arimanios, 
clearly a parody on the name of the Zoroastrian evil spirit Ahriman, 
whose essential nature is expressed in his principal epithet Druj, “the 
Lie? which expresses itself as greed, wrath, and envy. 

Тһе Johannine understanding of those who reject Jesus’ teaching 
as children of the devil connects with the Apocryphon of John's entire 
portrayal of the powers of darkness who created and rule the lower 
world. This lower God is the father of the cosmos whose nature is 
shown by his acts of hostility and ignorance. He brought all of human- 
ity into death and desire by fashioning the first human according to 
his own image and from the substance of his lower powers, and finally 
the flesh. As in the Fourth Gospel, those who reject Jesus are the chil- 
dren of this lower God, not by nature, but because they have not yet 
received the true Spirit. 





7. THE APOCRYPHON OF JOHN AS THE COMPLETION OF THE 
GospeL oF JOHN 


As Karen King points out, “The fact that the entire Secret Revelation 
of John is framed as the return of Christ to complete his revelation 
and show the way back to the Divine Realm makes it possible to read 
it as the completion of Christs revelation in the Gospel of John, the 
fulfillment of his promise to return and show them the way back to 
the Father” 

 Aspost-resurrection dialogues, the Coptic versions of the Apocryphon 
of John are intended to clarify the Fourth Gospel's comparatively more 
obscure revelations attributed to a pre-crucifixion savior still veiled 


King 2006, 237-238. Cf. Nagel 2000, 393-398; and Pleie 2006, 10. 
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їп the flesh. While the Fourth Gospel begins the story only with the 
appearance of the Logos, the Apocryphon starts at its true beginning, 
with the Invisible Spirit and his First Thought, whose child, the Christ, 
subsequently requests the appearance of Mind, Will, and Logos. The 
Fourth Gospel's farewell dialogues between the pre-crucifixion Jesus 
and his uncomprehending disciples Peter, Thomas, and Philip con- 
cerning his promised return to the Father are now supplemented by 
John's post-ascension encounter with the very Savior who had indeed 
already returned to the Father just as he had predicted. The veiled ref- 
erences to the many rooms of his Father's house to which the earthly 
Savior had promised to take his followers in John 14:2-3 are now clar- 
ified in detail, as is the unity between the Father and the Son (John 
10:30; 17:11,22): Jesus is ће Father, Mother and Son. In his capacity as 
the blessed Mother-Father, Christ had already elevated the primordial 
seed of Seth to the Father's many-roomed house, namely the Four 
Aeons which he himself had previously prepared before this world had 
ever come to be, 

Тһе extreme realized eschatology and transcendentalism of the 
Apocryphon of John, while constituting a tolerable extension of some 
of the main doctrines of the Gospel's first twenty chapters, strongly 
contrasts with the doctrine of the Johannine letters, which emphasize 
the importance of Jesus’ fleshly incarnation, his expiatory death on the 
cross, the sacramental consumption of his flesh and blood, the corpo- 
reality of his resurrection body, and his future appearance at the last 
day to raise up his own. The author or authors of those canonical let- 
ters may even have been responsible for various glosses" and revisions 
to the Fourth Gospel that emphasize these same notions. Chapter 21 
seems to constitute such a revision, where the sons of Zebedee appear 
for the first time in the gospel: along with certain other disciples they 
witness Jesus’ “third” resurrection appearance, this time in Galilee, 
while chapter 20 already narrates three appearances in Jerusalem, one 


For example, the alternation between realized and futuristic eschatology in chap- 
кг where om the опе hand, the believer has eternal Ше now (John 6:47,30-31,38); on. 
the other hand, the believer willbe “raised up at the last day” (629,40,4454). Similarly, 
oa the one hand, cternal Ше is received by believing in the Son (62525404763; 
"ile on the other, ternal Ме сап be realized only through eating ісін” flesh and 
drinking his blood (653-57) alluding to a Eucharistic ritual for whose institution by 
jesus the foot- washing scene at the last supper provides no apparent warrant On such 
тейин, sce Reh 1925, 117150, bal co Andens 1996, and dicumion in 
Rasimus 2009. 
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to Mary Magdalene, one to the disciples with Thomas absent, and one 
to the disciples with Thomas present. Just as the appearance to Mary in 
chapter 20 seems to be redactionally interrupted in vv. 2-9 portraying 
а comparative race between Peter and the Beloved Disciple to inspect 
the empty tomb, so also in chapter 21 Jesus singles out Peter as the 
leader of the church who is destined for martyrdom, while the Beloved 
Disciple, who is claimed as the gospel's author, will merely remain 
alive until Jesus’ future parousia. 

In contrast with Jesus’ future parousia at the end of days envisioned. 
by chapter 21 and the Johannine letters, the Apocryphon of John por- 
trays this parousia as occurring in Jerusalem only shortly after the 
events described in the gospel, and in effect challenges the leadership 
role John 21 assigns to Peter by having the post-ascension Jesus appoint 
John as the teacher of his fellow disciples. In doing so, the Apocryphon 
reasserts the Jerusalem location of the appearances in chapter 20 over 
against the Galilean location of chapter 21: in answer to John's state- 
ment that Jesus had “returned to the place whence he came,” the 
Pharisee Arimanios’ taunting response implies that the deceiver Jesus 
had merely returned to Nazareth of Galilee, whereupon Jesus suddenly 
appears to John in a mountainous place, not in Galilee—as John 21 
and the apostolic Gospel of Matthew have it—but near the Jerusalem 
temple. 





8. A PARALLEL HISTORY OF CHRISTOLOGICAL REFLECTION?! 


"This study has suggested a certain parallelism between the Johannine 
and Sethian movements, in that both would have originated as non- 
Christian baptismal sects. The one consisted partly of the disciples of 
John the Baptist, who were developing a spiritual interpretation of the 
baptism conferred by their master who—on Bultmanris hypothesis— 
they believed was manifested among them to bring light into the 
darkness, as in the Benedictus sung by Zechariah at John’s birth (Luke 
1:76-79). The other was developing a transcendental baptismal rite as 
the vehicle of enlightenment conferred by the divine First Thought 
appearing as the Logos bearing the Five Seals, as in the Apocryphon 
of John's Pronoia monologue. Near the end of the first century, it 


© For a fuller version of the following hypothesis, sce Turner 2005, 122-429. 
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seems that both the prologue and the Pronoia monologue underwent 
Christianization: the prologue in Johannine Christian circles when it 
was adopted by the evangelist or his successors and made to refer to 
Jesus, and the Pronoia monologue in Christianized “Barbeloite” circles 
when it was construed as the conclusion of Christ’ final self-revelation 
as the divine First Thought to John son of Zebedee. 

Sometime in the early to mid-second century, the Johannine letters. 
allow us to detect at least two and perhaps three wings of the Johannine 
church. Several decades ago, Raymond Brown® characterized one 
wing as represented by the author of the Johannine letters who main- 
tained close contact with the apostolic churches in his insistence on 
Jesus’ advent in the flesh and his future parousia, and the other—more 
dominant—wing as secessionists from the original community who 
denied the full humanity of Jesus and downplayed the importance of 
the earthly Ше of either Jesus or the believer. The smaller group strove 
to maintain contact with the apostolic churches and may have facili- 
tated this contact by a subsequent revision of the gospel (such as the 
addition of chapter 21) to bring its somewhat otherworldly Christology 
into line with the more dominant apostolic emphasis on the saving 
significance of Jesus’ ministry, death and resurrection as witnessed by 
the Synoptic Gospels. This group may have succeeded in winning the 
acceptance of the gospel among such second-century traditionalists as 
Irenaeus at a time when it was being claimed by Gnostic Christians, 
including Sethian exegetes like the final redactors of the Apocryphon 
of John and the Trimorphic Protennoia as well as Valentinian exegetes 
such as Heracleon. Given Brown's hypothesis, sometime around the 
middle of the second century, it is possible that the Sethians behind 
the Apocryphon of John and the Trimorphic Protennoia made com- 
‘mon cause with the ultra-high Christological thinking of those whom 
the author of 1 John considered to be secessionists who rejected the 
propitiatory blood of the cross in favor of the spirit of truth received 
in baptism, since for them the true advent of Jesus occurred through 
the spirit, that is the living water of baptism (John 0-14; 
738-39; 13:5; but contra 19:34; 1 John 5:6-8). In effect, they sided 
with the secessionists in the struggle over the correct interpretation of 














© See Trebilco 2004, 241-271. 

© Brown 1978, 5-22; Brown 1979, passim; Martyn 1979, passim; and contra Hengel 
1993. 

“See Painter 2002, 302-307; and Trebilco 2004, 289-290, 
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the gospel, directing themselves against the partisans of the author(s) 
of the Johannine letters. By casting the Sethian protology, sacred his- 
tory and soteriology into a dialogue between the risen Jesus and John 
son of Zebedee, the authors of the Apocryphon of John in effect also 
joined in this struggle. 
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PTOLEMAEUS AND THE VALENTINIAN EXEGESIS 
ОЕ JOHN'S PROLOGUE 


‘Tuomas Rasimus 
University of Helsinki & Université Laval 


In several studies of the early reception of the Fourth Gospel, it is 
stated that John’s Gospel was first properly accepted and adopted by 
the Valentinians of whom the first one was Ptolemaeus. Ptolemaeus. 
not only considered the gospel to be apostolic but also wrote а com- 
mentary on its prologue some time during the third quarter of the 
second century. Such statements—based largely on the old paradigm 
of the early catholic reluctance towards John's Gospel, as well as on 
Irenaeus’ description of a Valentinian “model system”—are in need 
of correction. Ptolemaeus and the Valentinians do not appear to have 
been the first Christians to accept the Fourth Gospel as apostolic 
Instead, it will be argued in this essay that Ptolemaeus adopted his way 
of using the Fourth Gospel's prologue as a proof-text for Valentinian 
theology from ап anti-Marcionite Roman discourse from the 150s. 
‘This means that the Roman congregations had already accepted the 
Fourth Gospel by the time Ptolemaeus wrote, and that consequently, 
Valentinus himself was probably well aware of the gospel. The picture 
drawn here of Ptolemaeus’ use of the Fourth Gospel will be based pri- 
marily on his authentic Letter to Flora, preserved by Epiphanius (Pan. 
333-7), and secondarily on the Ptolemaean commentary on John's 
prologue preserved by Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 1.8.5), whose ascription to 
Ptolemaeus himself, however, is only stated in the Latin translation of 
Irenaeus’ text, and is missing from the Greek fragment preserved by 
Epiphanius. Other examples of Valentinian use of the prologue will be 
discussed alongside these two primary "Ptolemaean" cases. 








" Eg, Sanders 1943, 55-66, 86; Hillmer 1966, 172; Culpepper 1994, 114-116. 
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1. PTOLEMAEUS' LETTER TO FLORA 


In this didactic letter, which has been classified either as protreptic? 
ог isagogic,” and which carefully follows the pattern of Greco-Roman 
public speeches, Ptolemaeus addresses a woman called Flora and dis- 
cusses the origin and nature of Mosaic Law. In the introduction and 
narration parts of the letter, Ptolemaeus introduces two erroneous 
views concerning the origin of both the law and creation that have 
been put forward by others—views that derive these from the perfect 
God and the devil, respectively. He then proceeds (in the specification 
and argumentation parts of the letter) to show with the words of the 
Lord (according to Matthew) and the apostles (John and Paul) how 
these views are wrong, and how his own solution, which traces the 
law and creation back to an intermediate demiurge, is to be preferred 
аз true apostolic teaching. According to Ptolemaeus, the law is not 
wholly divine, since Moses and the elders have made additions to it; it 
its thus tripartite In addition, the divine portion is itself 
it contains sections that are (1) pure but imperfect, like the Decalogue, 
and these the Savior came to fulfill; (2) mixed with injustice—based 
оп the principle of revenge out of necessity due to the harshness of 
people—like the “eye for an eye,” and these the Savior came to destroy; 
and (3) symbolic, like ritual laws concerning sacrifice and circumci- 
sion, and these the Savior transformed as they were no longer adequate 
except spiritually. Because the law is thus to an extent imperfect and 
inadequate but also fights еуі, it cannot come from the true God who 
is good, or the devil who is evil, but from a god that is neither good 
nor evil but just (8ixa10s)—although harsh in his justice. 














T Eg, Nagel 2000, 294. 

? Markachies 2000, 2298 

5 Dendeterg is 79-30), flowing Wale (1996, 91-994) remit 
of Greco-Roman public speeches, divides ihe letter іше fve parts: (1) Introduction 
(Qrovtnonexondl Fat. 333. 0) Narration (gestation Ран 3333-7) 
©) Specification of the topic (рг йили dvs: Pan. 3338) (4) Argumentation 
argumentatio: Pan. 3341-72 (3) Conclusion (ереен сопа Pan. 378-10) 
"P Siar Меш were сасар inthe fmi ced Second century Philo (Deal 
175-176 Spee 2106 Mor 2187-191), Jastin Mary (Dis 44), andthe author of 
the Pseudo Clementine Homies (23843-4432; 35947 51) likewise detested human 
additions andor less valuable parts nthe Mosaic Law (hat were added, fo example, 
due tothe hard-heutednes of the Jews), although they did not necessarily make 
the exact tripartite division of Ptlemacue See Quispel 1985, 16s Fallon 1978; and 
Danderberg 2008, 84-37. 
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Almost all commentators“ think Ptolemaeus’ letter was influenced 
by the Marcionite schism that began in Rome in the early 14057 It is 
usually stated that Ptolemaeus wrote against Marcion and his followers 
when he refuted the view according to which the law and creation are 
the devil's handiwork* Admittedly, Marcion never said exactly that. 
Marcion's point was that YHWH cannot be the true God because his 
law and actions are not characterized by goodness but are driven by 
warmongering blood-thirst and justice based on revenge? Marcion, 
nevertheless, never identified YHWH with the devil. Commentators 
thus usually assume that Ptolemaeus misrepresented Marcion's views 
here, perhaps in order to make his own solution seem clearer and 
more plausible." On the other hand, some Gnostics, like the author 
of the Apocryphon of John, did consider YHWH to be the devil." 
However, some of Marcion’s later followers also seem to have pushed 
their master's argumentation to the conclusion that YHWH was evil; 
and some heresiologists likewise present Marcion's views in such a 
‘manner that it could be easily thought that Marcion’s creator god was, 
їп fact, the devil.” Ptolemaeus does not specify who the people are 
who think the law and creation derive from the devil. He is simply 





шүр 1966, 8-40; Lodemann 195, 132-137; Markschies 2000, 233-238, 
rj 2008, 77-94. Layton (1987, 307) docs not mention Marcion i connec- 
ton wth Poemacur eter o Fore 

Tampe 2003, 241 

© See Quispel 1966, 8-40: Campenhausen 1972, аз, 165; Kacl 1990, 331: 
demain 1995, 132-17; and Marche 3000, 233-239. 

"Phil had solved thc problem of FHWH occasional nay behavior, described 
in the pity degli ришет and dr rl it die 
Баты including Gal rep power (Bah San un preserving he tran: 
кешке and goodness of God imc Scc Can. 17918; Deal. 176-178; Ab 
pes 

Thus Quispel 1966, 11. Cf. Markschies 2000, 234. 
^ n Ар John, Yaidabaoih play the rks of both YHWH and the devil He, for 
example, hauc the abe monotheistic cim (1138-9) and breathes into Adam who 
Becomes alive (1972-32. But he аә rapes Eve (208-3) and i called “Samac!” 
(лай that are attested for the deri in rabbinic sources See Layton 1987, 
307 Pennon 1990, 47-30 and Rasims Уу, E 

* Арак» considered the Шире to be the devil, while maintaining that a 
poveri god God ceed e wor Marcos conser Marconi dec 
{od tc pce of Marcas doctrine presented та Нуран Refutatio, ui aque 
НЕТІП СИТЕТ 
kovinama, Marcoich 31428-39), probably неи from Prepon. Scc Harnack 1996, 
pod 

3 Cl, for example, the expresion, "author of evi in Irenaeus, Adi haer: 1275 
бағанын 
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refuting a doctrinal position that could apply to Gnostics as well as to 
radical or misrepresented Marcionites. 

Whether Marcionites are included among these opponents or not, 
Ptolemaeus’ own position does seem to be influenced by Marcion’s 
ideas. Ptolemaeus has been characterized as a “moderate Marcionite, * 
and indeed there are several points of contact between the solutions of 
Ptolemaeus and Marcion, as Dunderberg has shown: both Ptolemaeus. 
and Marcion (1) regard YHWH as an inferior creator god who is just 
but not good; (2) emphasize the negative aspect of YHWH's justice; 
(3) point out internal contradictions in YHWH's law; and (4) contrast 
the teachings of YHWH and the Good God represented by Moses and. 
Jesus, respectively." Clearly, Ptolemaeus’ view of YHWH was not as 
negative as Marcion's, and he also did not deny Christ his role in cre- 
ation, as did Marcion. But Ptolemaeus appears to have been persuaded. 
by some of Marcion's arguments for distinguishing the just YHWH 
from the good God, while perhaps at the same time opposing more 
radical Marcionite views that overly stress YHWH's negative aspects. 

Finally, the topic itself of the letter seems to be influenced by the 
Marcionite schism: the question of the relationship of Mosaic law (and 
the Jewish scriptures) to the teachings of Jesus and the apostles had 
become acute due to Marcion's radical solution." АШ this suggests 
the strong possibility that the Marcionite schism is to be found in the 
background of Ptolemaeus’ Letter to Flora, and that the opponents do 
include Marcionites. 

‘This, then, brings us to the question of Ptolemaeus’ use of John. As 
noted above, Ptolemaeus uses the words of the Lord and the apostles 
аз proof-texts to support his own position, as well as to abnegate the 
other two views he considers erroneous. Ptolemaeus cites Jesus from 
Matthew as his main witness nine times. and the apostles Paul and 





"^ Quispel 1966, 11; Dunderberg 2008, 87-90. 

7^ Löhr 1995, 191. 

6 Dunderberg 2008, 88-85. 

^^ Dunderberg (2008,89) adds that neither Ptolemaeus nor Marcion rejected Mosaic 
law altogether, as Marcion admitted it is valid for Jews although not for Christians, 
and Ptolemaeus accepted it with modifications. However, this is not, in my opinion, 
a very close parallel: most Christians accepted Mosaic Law only with modifications 
(although usually with smaller ones than Ptolemacus), whereas the complete denial 
of its value for Christians was rare. 

1 Campenhausen 1972, 150-165. 

Matt 5218 in Pan. 336.1; Matt 538 in Pan. 3362; Matt 539 in Pan. 3363; 
Matt 11:27 in Pan. 3332: Matt 1225 in Pan. 33.3.5; Ман 154 in Pan. 3357; Matt 
54-3 in Pan. 334.13; Matt 19:68 in Pan, 3344: Matt 19:17 in Pan. 3375. 
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John as secondary witnesses six times: Paul five times," and John once 
(John 1:3,10-11) Ptolemaeus’ allusion to John, specifically to the 
prologue, occurs towards the beginning of the letter, in the narratio, 
and in a context where he refutes the theory that the creation and law 
derive from the devil. As proof-texts to counter this opinion, he first 
cites Matt 12:25 as an authoritative saying of Jesus, and then John 
1:10-11 and 1:3 in a somewhat free combination, as another proof-text 
from an apostle (áxóotoAo;): 


омба үйр À él реробіва бө éauriy бол ий Bvaran отйу д вөтір 
йб длефйуато. Er te thv зоб коро önpovpyiarv «airo» iBiav Ayer 
ivan cá te буса 8i ioo yeyovévan кїй zupis airo yeyovéven obëiv 
û йлботодоӊ, лроалоотерђоа; thv rûv wrvbmyopoóvtev üvuxóctatov 
оріау, xai ой eBoporotob Grai, 4422. бхкаќоо xui роолоуйро (Pan. 
3335-6: ed. Holl 1915, 4512-17). 


For our Savior has declared that “А house or city divided against itself 
cannot stand” [Ман 12:25], And further, to deprive the liars beforehand 
of their unfounded wisdom, the apostle says that “the creation of the 
world belongs to him” [John 1:10-11] and that “all things were made by 
him and nothing is made without him” [1:3], that is, by a just God who 
hates iniquity, not a god of corruption (F. Williams, transl., with modi- 

fications; my emphasis) 











Two issues need clarification here. First, most commentators have 
bypassed the references to verses 10-11 of the prologue, noting only 
the more or less accurate citation of verse 3.” But the word ібіау (Par. 
33.3.6; Ной 451.14) makes an important allusion to verse 11 of the 
prologue, where it is stated that “Не came to what was his own, and 
his own people did not accept him (NRSV)" (cig тё {õa HABev, xai ої 
{блог aùròv où xapéAafov). This then further suggests that the words 


21 Cor 57 in Pan. 333.15: 1 Cor 86 in Pan. 33.7.6; Rom 229 in Pan. 33511; 
Rom 7:12 in Pan, 3366: and Eph 215 in Pan. 1366. As Ptolemaeus seems to have 
been unable to find Jesus’ own words concerning the transformation of the cultic 
la Рай i i this ишк, rough in as the maln үйлен (Rom 229; 1 Cor 37 in 

sint: 

"Nagel (2000, 298) has suggested that Ptolemacus may also refer to John 1:18 
(caw орде; ййракгу riot: powoyevis Beds à Gy сі тӛн кіло ой татрд êxeîvoş 
#дтўвато) in Pan. 333.7 (“Father of all, whom none but the only one who knows 
him has come to make known’; tv cv біл катёра. де wives iw д móvos 1805 
ібауіросе), but this may also be a reference to Matt 11:27 (Пета uot nape ілі: 
тоб паро; pov, xai odei ярмо, tiv viv ei ui à xai. oit tov көпірі п 
Би 

5 Holl (1915, 451) and Quispel (1966, 48), however, have noted the allusion to 
vene 11 
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thy тоб кбоноъ ónptovpríov are a paraphrase of verse 10 (John 1:10: 
6 xéauoç àv афто éyévero). Moreover, Ptolemaeus’ apostolic quota- 
tion is divided into two parts by the particle te preceding both parts 
of the quotation (Le. 10-11 and 3), and this suggests that also the 
first part (10-11) is meant to be an actual quotation from John, albeit 
a free one. 

Second, there are textual problems here. Holl, followed by Quispel, 
emended the word <афтоб> between the words Snutoupyiay and 
iSiav. Lohr has suggested that this is unnecessary because the accusa- 
tive of {S105 could replace the genitive of атд; as a pronominal sub- 
ject of the sentence.” Whether one accepts his solution or not, a more 
difficult question is the proper reference of this pronominal subject 
(whichever), as well as of the two instances of aoi in the quotation 
from John 1:3. Do they refer back to the “Savior” immediately pre- 
ceding the Johannine quotations, or to the “just God” in the phrase 
кай ob фВорокоюў Өсоб, AX Sıxaiov xoi ucoovípov a few lines 
later (Ной 451.17), which appears to be Ptolemaeus’ specification of 
John 1:3? Or, can they refer to both, and what is then the relationship 
between the Savior and the just God? Markschies suggests that the 
references are to the Savior but that he is identical with the just God, 
although this identification is hardly possible in light of the fact that 
the Savior is said to have come to destroy the just God's law as incon- 
gruous with his own nature (Pan. 33.5.1; 33.5.7; 33.6.2). One could 
then accept, with Lohr, that the references are to the just God, and 
that apparently Ptolemaeus interpreted verses 3 and 10-11 as referring. 
to the creation of the cosmos without the involvement of the Savior. 
‘This, however, would be a strange reading for most Christians, includ- 
ing Valentinians. In addition, it seems grammatically more plausible 
to understand the references to be to the Savior, who has already been 
mentioned in the immediate context. However, because Ptolemaeus 
adds that the “all things” of John 1:3 were actually made by the just 
God, it appears that both the Savior and the just God—who cannot be 
the same figure, pace Markschies—are involved in the creation of the 











Lohr 1995, 180-182 Cf. Markschies 2000, 240: and Thomassen 2006, 122-123, 
Löhr understands the reference to be to the demiurge, the just God, a few lines ter, 
while Thomassen and Markschics think the reference can only be to the Savior of the 
receding sentence. 
Ране 2000, 2398. 
= Lahr 1995, 180-182. 
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cosmos, according to Ptolemaeus’ interpretation of John's prologue. 
Ptolemaeus does not specify how this is to be envisaged, but other 
Valentinian sources speak of the Savior-Logos using the demiurge, 
ie, the just God, as his instrument in creation.” Heracleon—another 
Valentinian teacher whose genuine fragments show no clear signs of 
а pleromatic myth interpreted John 1:3 just this way.” In my view, 
this typical Valentinian distinction between the Savior and the demi- 
urge offers the only reasonable explanation for the passage in Flora. 
In addition, Ptolemaeus’ choice of words here may further hint at this 
kind of two-level interpretation: having changed the yivonat of verse 
10 to nutovpyía, Ptolemaeus’ allusion to verses 10-11 now speaks 
of the craftsmanship (бпилоорүйа) of the cosmos, while his quotation 
from verse 3 speaks of the coming into being (ivopaa) of all things.” 

Ptolemaeus is thus using a paraphrased version of John 1:3,10-11 as 
an apostolic proof-text to refute an opinion that assigned the creation 
to the devil because, in Ptolemaeus reading of the Fourth Gospel, the 
creation is said to be the Savior's who used the just God as his instru- 
ment, As noted above, Ptolemaeus’ opponents here have usually been 
identified as radical Marcionites. These observations become all the 
more important when we compare this composite reference of verses 
3 and 10-11 in Flora to Irenaeus’ use of a similar composite reference 
to the prologue as an anti-Marcionite tool (Adv. haer. 3.11.1-2). First, 
Irenaeus cites John 1:1-5 аз a general antidote to various heretical 
doctrines of creation, and then picks out specifically verse 3, stating 








7 In тон Valentinian cosmogonies, Sophia, of cour, participates in the creation 
as wall For example, in reacts desertion of the Valentinian model sem," 
the demure creas through te scii of Sophia who creates through the acr 
of he Savior (Adv. hur 143-133; et. Exc ed. 46-49). However Тн. Trac. 
Sophia's role has been assigned completly othe Logos (who is, in that tent, deren 
from the Savior), and Herccon dcs not explicly mention Sophia either (although 
the Samaritan woman of John 4, in most scholar: opinion, stands for Sophia in 
рр 

"^ Heradeon 0) maintains that the Logos caused the demiurge to create the 
wort, because Jobs 1:3 states that everyting was created, not "от whom ог “by 
Whom,” but through whom" Sec also Топан сау in this volume 

Т. Pagels 1973, 26, who detects three frames of rekcrence for Valentinian inter- 
pretations of John i: (1) “pleromk” as in Adv. haer. LAS and Exc. Theod. 6-7; 
TD) "Leonie. as in Exc Theod. ЧЭЭ and (3) “cosmic” as in Latter to Flora and т 
Meralco commentary. See aiso Касы 1990, 348-349. 

Те Savor i ends бк firt demare in Ее Theod 47.1 
nop û och rires culis СІ Irenaeus, Ad 
Bindu т отра ebur eom 




















|póros uiv olv 
(oui Gu zoro 





152 TUOMAS RASIMUS 


that tù яйута includes the cosmos, and is not restricted to some 
Valentinian pleroma above it: hence, Christ-Logos is the creator of 
everything, including our world. Irenaeus then immediately continues 
by quoting John 1:10-11, and shows that these verses not only qualify 
тй тйута of verse 3 and thus prove the noted Valentinian reading of 
verse 3 wrong (for this kind of Valentinian exegesis of the prologue, 
see below), but also refute Marcion’s famous positions that Christ was 
not the creator of our world, and that in coming to this world, he did 
not come to his own creation? 


“All things,” he says, "were made by Him” [John 1:3]; therefore in “all 
things” this creation of ours is (included), for we cannot concede to 
these men that (the words) “all things” are spoken in reference to those 
in their Pleroma. For if their Pleroma do indeed contain these, 
creation, as being such, is not outside, as I have demonstrated in 
the preceding book; but if they are outside the Pleroma, which indeed 
appeared impossible, it follows, in that case, that their Pleroma cannot 
be “all things’: therefore this vast creation is not outside (the Pleroma). 
John, however, does himself put this matter beyond all controversy on 
ош part, when he says, "He was in this world, and the world was made 
by Him, and the world knew Him not. He came to His own (things), and 
His own (people) received Him nof” [John 1:10-11). But according to 
Marcion, and those like him, neither was the world made by Him; nor 
did He come to His own things, but to those of another (transl, ANF; 
тау emphasis)" 
Similarly, Ptolemaeus seems to use verses 10-11 not only to qualify 


his own use of verse 3 (because the craftsmanship of the cosmos is 
said to belong to the Savior, he must be involved in the creation of 











™ CE Sanders 943, 73. Irenaeus repeats the same arguments later in Adv. hacr. 
5182-3, where he again uses Job's prologue (1:1 3,10-12,14) against various ereti 
Sal doctrines of creation. As for Marcion s position that Christ was an alien to the 
world and to humanity, see, c. Tertullian, Mare. 123; Carn. Chr. 4 See also Harnack 
1996, 118-120. б 

A Omnia, inquit, per ipsum facta sunt. In omnibus ergo est ct hacc quae secundum 
по est conditio: noa etim concedetur eis omnia dii ea quae иши infra Pleroma 
ipsorum. Si enim e hacc Pleroma ipsorum contine, non extra esl tanla ista conditio, 
qucmadmodum ostendimus in о Horo qui ante hunc est; si autem extra Plerom sunt 
Race, quod quidem imposible uisum cit, non iam est omnia Pleroma ipsorum: non 
est ego extra hace tanta conditio. (11.2) Abstulit autem a nobis dissensiones omnes 
ipse lohannes dicens: In hoc mundo erat, et mundus per ipsum factus est, et mundus 
Фит non cognouit. In sua propria uenit, et sui eum non receperunt. Secundum autem 
Marcionem et cos qui similes sunt c neque mundus per cum factus est, neque in 
sua uenit, sed in alien (ed, Rousseau and Doutrle 2002, 14230-14443; original 
emphasis) 
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tù лбута together with the just God as well), but also to refute an 
opinion which had assigned the creation of our world to the devil and 
thus denied the Savior his role in the creation. It is, moreover, likely 
that Ptolemaeus’ opponents here are, or at least include, radical or 
misrepresented Marcionites. Thus Irenaeus and Ptolemaeus use the 
Fourth Gospel's prologue in a strikingly similar manner. This raises 
the question of the relationship between the two passages. One could 
assume that the passages are independent of each other—that a simi- 
lar anti-Marcionite use of John 1:3,10-11 was simply independently 
invented twice, probably in the same city around the same time (see 
below)—but the closeness of the parallels makes such an assumption 
unlikely. 

However, there are indications that both Irenaeus and Ptolemaeus 
have utilized an already established anti-Marcionite use of the pro- 
logue, and thus the passages seem to be based on a common source. 
Тһе very example of Ptolemaeus shows that Irenaeus was not the first 
опе to use John 13,10-11 against a doctrinal position that denied 
the Savior his role in the creation of our world. Moreover, because 
Irenaeus seems to be unaware of Ptolemaeus! Letter to Flora and of its 
interpretation of John's prologue—he is only aware of the Ptolemaean 
commentary on the prologue that reads the Valentinian Ogdoad into 
it (see below)—Irenaeus’ anti-Marcionite use of the prologue does not 
derive from Ptolemaeus. However, Irenaeus has preserved older Roman 
traditions (e.g. Adv. haer. 3.3-4), and it is quite possible that his use of 
John's prologue here is also based on an older, anti-Marcionite, tradi- 
tion. This seems especially probable as much of Irenaeus’ knowledge 
of Marcion seems to be based on what appears to be an older catalog 
of heresies (Adv. haer. 1.27.2-4)." usually assumed to be the now lost 
Syntagma of Justin Martyr (or an updated version of it), composed іп 
Rome in the middle of the second century; Irenaeus even explicitly 
cites it, or another, specifically anti-Marcionite treatise by Justin, in 





7 The rest of Irenaeus” remarks оп Marcion either simply list him and his follow- 
ers as “heretics” alongside Valentinians and others, ог briefly elaborate what has been 
stated in the catalog description in Adv. haer. 1272-4 (eg, mutilation of Luke; the 
doctrine of two Gods, one good, another just; the doctrine of Christ being an alien 
to the creation 

On sins Syntagma, ке Higened 1963, 9-30, 162-341; Wise 1971, 21 
Lüdemann 1995, 113-114. 
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Adv. haer. 416224 Harnack suggested that the Irenaean passage (Adv. 
haer. 3.11.2) may indicate Marcion's opposition to the Fourth Gospel, 
but in my opinion, the passage is better understood as an apostolic 
anti-Marcionite proof-text, which does not in itself necessitate any 
knowledge of the Fourth Gospel on Marcion’s part. 

Ptolemaeus, for his part, does not justify his claim that the Gospel 
of John is an apostolic text. This suggests that the Fourth Gospel had 
already been accepted as apostolic, at least among the recipient(s) of 
Flora. In addition, and as pointed out above, Ptolemaeus has modi- 
fied the text of the prologue and given it a new, Valentinian interpre- 
tation, This betrays a secondary character of Ptolemaeus’ use of the 
prologue. One could, of course, think that Ptolemaeus was the first one 
to apply John 1:3,10-11 against a Marcionite position, and that non- 
Valentinian Christians in Rome were influenced by his innovation and 
adapted it for their own anti-Marcionite purposes without assuming 
Ptolemaeus’ textual modifications or the Valentinian framework (they 
also would have detected the paraphrastic allusion to verses 10-11). 
However, it seems perhaps likelier to assume that Christians in Rome 
before Ptolemaeus had already applied the Fourth Gospel's prologue— 
specifically verses 3,10 and 11—against Marcion as an apt apostolic 
proof-text, and whereas Ptolemaeus adapted such usage into a new, 
Valentinian context, Irenaeus preserved the usage closer to (or iden 
cal with) its original form. While not beyond all doubt, such a scenario 
seems a reasonable way of explaining the relationship between the two 
passages. 

We can place the composition of Ptolemaeus’ Letter to Flora in Rome 
са. 150 because Justin Martyr, in his 2 Apol. 2, tells us that a Christian 
teacher called Ptolemaeus—identical with the Valentinian one as argued 
below—was martyred in Rome under the prefect Urbicus (144-160) 
and emperor Antoninus Pius (138-161). Since Justin's 2 Apol. is an 
addendum to 1 Apol," which can be dated between 148-154 due 
to its mention of a recent petition to Felix the prefect of Alexandria 
(1 Apol. 29), Ptolemaeus’ martyrdom reported in 2 Apol. can be dated 








> Irenaeus speaks of a syntagma against Marcion (Adi: haer. 462) and Justin men- 
tions his syntagma against all heresies (1 Apol. 62). Lüdemann (1995, 113-114) con- 
siders these to be the same text; cf. Lampe 2003, 250132. 

= Harnack 1996, 251" 

7 Lüdemann 1995, 127039. 
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to са. 152.” This Ptolemaeus was put to death because the husband 
of an upper-class woman, who not only was Ptolemaeus’ student 
in Christianity, but who had also divorced her husband due to his 
immoral behavior, informed the Roman authorities that Ptolemaeus 
жаз a Christian (2 Apol. 2). Many things in this description match 
what we learn from Flora: (1) Ptolemaeus the martyr died in Rome, 
and Ptolemaeus the Valentinian almost certainly taught in Rome 
since Hippolytus identifies him as one of the members of the “Italian” 
School of Valentinianism (Ref. 6.35.5-6);* additionally, because the 
school founder Valentinus himself was active in Rome, the Italian 
branch of the school was likely situated there as well” (2) the time 
of the martyrdom falls within the period of Valentinian activity in 
Rome (ca. 145-1896 (3) the name, Ptolemaeus, is the same, and it 
маз not а common one among Roman Christians at the time; (4) 
both Ptolemaeuses are Christian teachers (6i8axaAos); (5) both had 
an apparently upper-class woman as a student; (6) divorce is a prom- 
inent theme in both cases; and (7) the theme of revenge (of the law- 
siver/former husband) is likewise prominent in both cases. 

"The identification of the two Ptolemaeuses has not always been 
accepted." mainly because Justin does not say anything negative about 
the martyred Ptolemaeus while, at least in his later work Dialogue with 
Trypho (35), he considered Valentinians heretics. However, Justin does 
not yet include Valentinians among the heretics іп 1 Apol. 26; and as 
Dunderberg has argued, 2 Apol, where the reference to Ptolemaeus 
occurs, is a defense of Christianity addressed to the pagan emperor. In 


> Lüdemann 1995, 127-128, 

> On the school conlext of Valentinianism, sce Lüdemann 1995; Markschies 1997; 
and Dunderberg 2008. 

> See, eg. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 343. 

+ Lûdemann 1995, 128; Lampe 2003, 239. 

^" Lüdemana 1995, 128-1246; Lampe (2003, 23912) counts 13 occurrences in 





from the fact 





Dunderberg 2008, 90-92. "Ihe fist one to suspect the common identity of the two 
Ptolemacuses was Harnack (see, eg, 1996, 29-50). 
З Markschics (2000, 249) and Thomassen (2006, 494) remain skeptical. 
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such a context, one does not wish to stress internal quarrels, especially 
when Ptolemaeus offered a suitable example of a high-profile Christian 
who had friends in high places and who had suffered an unjust but 
noble martyr's death. 

"Ibis would then mean that the Roman congregations had accepted 
and used the Fourth Gospel as apostolic by 150 CE. This goes against 
the old paradigm according to which the catholic Christians started 
to use the Fourth Gospel only during the time of Irenaeus. However, 
there is plenty of evidence suggesting a general acceptance of John's 
Gospel in Rome at this early date-* Among the most important pieces 
of evidence аге: (1) Justin Martyr in Rome knows of it and uses it, as 
Nagel, Hill and some other scholars before them have already demon- 
strated” (2) Irenaeus cites older traditions, quite possibly from Rome, 
according to which the Fourth Gospel was considered apostolic;? and 
(3) the earliest examples of Christian visual arts in the Roman cat- 
acombs from the last quarter of the second century contain scenes 
unique to the Fourth Gospel (e.g. the raising of Lazarus); as many 
catacombs were church-owned, and consequently their art can be seen 
as public rather than private, they reflect the already accepted values 
of the community.” 

AIL of this adds up to indicate that the Valentinians were not the 
first ones to adopt and accept the Fourth Gospel, but it also makes 
it likely that Valentinus himself knew it. While Valentinus’ surviv- 
ing fragments do not show any clear signs of John." the Gospel of 


© Dunderberg 2008, 90-92. 

* Fora thorough evaluation of the evidence, see Nagel 2000; and Hill 2004. 

© CE also the Muratorian fragmenta document containing a list of canonical 
texts probably from Rome and roughly contemporary with Irenaeus—which not only 
accepts the Fourth Gospel but also, interestingly, attacks Valentinus and Marcion. See 
Metzger 1987, 191-201, 305-307; and Hill 2004, 128-138, 











“ Hengel 1989, 12-10; Nagel 2000, 94-116; Hill 2004, 312-351. See also Hill's essay 
in this volume 

© These include the Gospel Notice (Adv. haer. 3.1.1), whose origin in a Roman сот. 
munity library is suspected by Hengel (1989, 137n5; с Mutschler in this volume); and 


traditions concerning Polycarp in Rome—to which Irenacus attaches a story of John 

and Cerinthus that supposedly stemmed from Polycarp and probably originated іп 

inor (Adv. haer. 334 in addition, Polycarp's Letter fo the Philippians 71-2 

ite reference to 1 John 42-3 and 2 John 7, and thus Polycarp 

may have also known the gospel, although his allusions to it are not extremely clear 
(Gee Grant 1997, 37; Hill 2004, 416-420). 
7 Jensen 2000, 22: Hill 2004, 155-166. 

э The "Logos? who appeared as a baby to Valentinus according to frg. 7, may ог 

may not be an allusion to John 11. Layton's (1987, 239) suggestion that а special 
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Truth does: the treatise contains several citations and midrashic allu- 
sions to the Fourth Gospel, as Williams has demonstrated." Whether 
the Gospel of Truth was written by Valentinus is disputed." Irenaeus 
mentions that Valentinians have a Gospel of Truth (Adv. haer. 
3.11.9)" and Hippolytus then ascribes this observation—together 
with the Valentinian "model system” of Irenaeus’ Adv. haer. 1.1-8— 
to Valentinus himself (Pseudo-Tertullian, Haer. 4.6)? probably, how- 
ever, without a historical basis (see below). Nevertheless, the main 
arguments in favor of Valentinus’ authorship are of two types: (1) 
stylistic comparison between Valentinus’ fragments and the Gospel of 
Truth may suggest а common authorship;* and (2) the content of the 
Gospel of Truth—describing the aeons as internal aspects of God—cor- 
responds well with Tertullian's statement according to which this was 
Valentinus’ opinion, while Ptolemaeus later externalized the aeons 
into independent hypostases (Val. 4.2).” Thus, it remains possible that 
Valentinus was the author of the Gospel of Truth, and that he had 
utilized the Fourth Gospel. 

It is furthermore sometimes suggested that Irenaeus’ description 
of Valentinus’ own doctrine (Adv. haer. 1.11.1) is dependent on the 


undertanding of John 627 (Do not digest ico the food which perishes, but 
the food which endures to eternal Ше which the Son of Man wil gire you") es 
behind rg 3, according o which Jes had a pere digestion sytem and thus did 
So produce excrements cms unie 

"I Willams 1988, c. 175-187, 199-201. 

2 See Майа, 193, 339-336; and Thomassen 2006, 424. 

^ he Nag Hammad rate doc nol, propery speaking have a tide, but it begins 
veh бе words, "he gospel of truth is jo orn wh and this Incipit ca be 
атана ПАЛТО ЗАЗ l more 
жене 

Ярра now lod Зумри is шашіу tough to bere been preserved in a 
Latin tralia as the Pseudo- Tertullian catalog of heresies (ырчы 145; Пана 
1963; Wine 1981, 368). Hippolytus" Syntagma l mentioned by Photius (Bibliotheca 

) Eusebius (Hit eel 602) and ferme (Vir. ШІ 61), and what i known of it 

coon dimos cacy to the Po Tran eng, Adrena omm 
Баста Photius муз Hippolytus” бурна osised of 32 heres running rom 
the Douce fo te Nein acto Traian for s prt condi of арыш 30 
езге (depending on how one wishes to calculate them), and rns от Dicis 10 
Franca. Because he ier шары patipsniim (Hacc Tertulian, Prax) as did 
Nocte (Hippolytus, Contre Acta: Ref 921-5 9109-12 1027.1-% Epiphanius 
Pan. 57) th autho of Pseudo- Tertulian may simply have changed the name of 1h 
Ist etry of Syntagma. Furthermore, for Hippays as the aur of Rea, се 
Marcovich 1986, 3-17 

"алеп 1976 59-265 СЕ.) Wiliams 198,4, 205-307 and the critical discus- 
sion in Markachies 1992, 339-336. 

7 CU Thomassen 2006 263-266. 
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Fourth Gospel“ This, on the other hand, is unlikely for two reasons. 
First, the doctrine in question is probably not that of Valentinus, as it 
does not correspond at all with Valentinus’ fragments or Tertullian's 
statement іп Val. 4.2.” Second, the doctrine contains the usual 
Valentinian Ogdoad of first acons, five of whom have names that are 
found in John’s prologue (zathp, adi Gera, Aóyos. Сой, йуӨрөло;). 
However, this Ogdoad with its “Johannine” names probably had 
originally nothing to do with the prologue; for example, we have two 
Valentinian commentaries on the prologue, where the Ogdoad is sec- 
ondarily brought into an increasingly closer correspondence with the 
prologue. In fact, there seems to have been a growing tendency among 
Valentinians to connect their Ogdoad with the prologue of the Fourth 
Gospel. These commentaries will be investigated next. 








2. THE PTOLEMAEAN COMMENTARY ON THE PROLOGUE AND THE 
VALENTINIAN OGDOAD 


Irenaeus considers the Valentinians the most dangerous heretics, and 
he opens his Adversus haereses with a description of the Valentinian 
"model system" (Adv. haer. 11-8). It culminates in a commentary on 
John's prologue, which attempts to show that the Valentinian Ogdoad 
is alluded to in the prologue. The Valentinian Ogdoad itself describes 
the first principle—which in some variants is androgynous and thus 
dyadic—and its expansion into four pairs of divine aeons, which in 
turn produce additional ones until the divine fullness, the pleroma, is 
complete with 30 or so aeons. The first Ogdoad consists of four pairs, 
or syzygies, of male and female aeons that usually, in the various ver- 
sions of the myth, have similar names. In the case of the model system 
in Irenaeus, they are: Depth (Bv865)-Silence (өту); Mind (vofi)-Truth 
(GAA Gea); Word (Abyos)-Life (баб) and Man (йхуӨрюло;)-Сһигеһ 
(ёхкдлоїа). Some of them have additional names, for example, Mind 
is further identified as ноуоүкуй; and @руй (Adv. haer. 1.1.1). While 
the (here dyadic) first principle is unknowable and perhaps in some 
sense even beyond being, thus anticipating Neoplatonism with the help 





= Hil 2004, 219. 
> See Markschies 1992, 361-379; and Thomassen 2006, 23-27. 
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of current Neopythagorean solutions (e.g.. Moderatus, Numenius) i 
produces the next pair of aeons, which in turn produce the next one, 
and so on, until the Ogdoad is complete. All this takes place beyond 
and before the lowly separate creator god even comes into being and 
later arranges our cosmos from matter that had, in the meantime, 
been produced out of the youngest aeon Sophia's passions and their 
separation from her by Christ and the Savior (these are two different 
Christ-figures). 

Irenaeus introduces the Ptolemaean commentary as a verbatim quo- 
tation (бібйокомоі..аӛлай; Aca, Aéyovteş otc; Holl 426.1-2), 
"The commentator not only seeks to link the Valentinian Ogdoad 
to the prologue, but also presupposes a philosophical (a Stoicizing 
Middleplatonic) scheme of emanations—that is not found in the pro- 
logue—that extends all the way from the first principle down to the 
formation ofthe material cosmos: the first God (Father) emanated a sec- 
ond principle (Monogenes) which contained all things potentially/sem- 
inally (êv ф тё лута 6 Патйр xpoéBahe oxeppatixids; Holl 426.5-6). 
"This second principle, in turn, emanated a third one (Logos) that con- 
tained all things—i.e., all the aeons—actually/essentially (iv «cit thy 
ду rûv Аібусу ойойау; Holl 426.7). This essence was then given 
form by the third principle, the Logos (ñv aids бөтероу ёрбрфоагу д 
Абуов Holl 426.7-8). Finally—and the commentator expresses this only 
later when the text of the prologue allows him to discuss events that 
take place outside the pleroma—another principle, the Savior-Logos, 
gave form to what lies outside the formed essence, or the pleroma, 














© The finst principle in Adv. haer. 1.1.1 is described аз spoóv. Similar ideas of the 
fiet principle somehow existing beyond being. or having a higher, undetermined 
being, are аро found in Classic Gnostic texts, such as Ap. John (BG 2420-25) 
and especially Zostranos (644-16: 744-25) and Allogencs (026-38 6522-30) 
Whose Greek versions were read im Plotinus’ seminars, cl. the Chaldean Oral 
бао 1, 3-4 Majercik: and Neopythagoreans Moderatus (apud Simplicius, In phys 
325031-23127 Diels) and Numenius (бр 17, 19-22 des Places). Such ideas abo 
occur in the Anonymous Parmenides Commentary (1229-35; 146-25), a text that is 
almost certainly Middlpltonic and not by Porphyry, as Надо (1968) maintained 
“The idea of the first principle s existence beyond being goes ultimately back to Plato 
(Republic 509b; Parmenides 137-1423), but even the renewed stress on this idea can- 
not be Plotinus’ third century invention, claborated by Porphyry (Hadot 1968) Sec 
Bie 1999, 7745 Corgan 2000: Tarner 2001, 7241: Thomassen 2006, 209-314 

"Rasmus 20096. 
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(xiva. тй èxtòç той яАлрфрато; бі аўто? шероррбобо; Holl 427.11- 
12), Le, matter 

Тһе commentator understands verse 1 of the prologue to speak 
of three separate divinities: God, Logos and the Beginning (apri). 
Because the Logos was in (iv) the Beginning, yet alongside (npóz) 
God, and because the Logos himself was also a God (Beds), the logi- 
cal conclusion was that the Beginning in their midst must also be a 
God; in fact, the commentator seems to have found proof for this in 
the prologue itself, since he identifies the Beginning with Monogenes, 
who, in verse 18, is identified as а "God" (uovoyeviig 0e). Verse 2, 
then, provided for the commentator a “clear” summary of this divine 
hierarchy, in that these three divinities are mentioned in order, from 
the third to the first: oro; Яу èv йруд ярд tov Bedv (обхо refers to 
Абос of the preceding verse). Without a clear link to the prologue, 
however, the commentator proceeds to explain the production of the 
Beginning from the Father, and of the Logos from the Beginning, with 
the above-mentioned scheme of emanations. Only in verse 3 does he 
find something that conforms to his scheme: 
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Пйута 61° ато бубе, кой дөрі айла êyivero 0087 čv- itor үйр 
gei Fel Айо pl eos ag Aes v (ol 
“All things were made by Him, and without Him was nothing made”; 
for the Logos was the author of form and beginning to all the Aeons 
that came into existence after Him (transl, ANF, with modifications, 
ту emphasis) 





Verse 3 is interpreted here as relating to the formation of the pleroma, 
not of the cosmos, as in the Letter to Flora. That Valentinian exegetes 
could see John 1:3 relating to various ontological levels, is further clear 
from another piece of Valentinian exegesis on John’s prologue pre- 
served in Clement's Excerpts from Theodotus 45.3, where the creative 
activity of the Logos concerns the healing of Sophia's passions in the 
Kendma, ie. the emptiness outside the pleroma A 

After the Ptolemaean commentator has thus explained the princi- 
ple of emanations as well as introduced the three highest gods of the 
Valentinian pantheon with verses 1-3 (and 18), he proceeds to com- 
ment on verses 3с-4а, which, for him, explain the Valentinian concept 
of syzygy. Since verse 3ab had declared that all things were created 
by (Bid) the Logos, verses 3c-4a now state that what was created in 
(iv) him was Life (Сой). To the commentator, this means that Life 
has so much more an intimate relationship to the Logos than the “all 
things,” that Life in him is, in fact, his companion. Even the forma- 
of the “all things,” mentioned above (in the emanation scheme), 
seems to be now delegated to Life, the female aspect and/or syzygy of 
the Logos, as it is she who gives birth to, manifests and forms the next 
pair of emanations, Man and Church. This is explained with verse 4b 
(каї Сай ћу тё өдр rûv ife's illuminating function 
is understood as formative power (a; бё cize тё бъдрблом thy 
Тойу brit 1 xegwrioBar ойто in’ arf. 8 Sý tont мероробобан 
кой ксфауербобав; Holl 427.4-5). That “Church” (éxxhnota) is not 
mentioned in the prologue, has not prevented the commentator from 
detecting an allusion to it; for the plural form of йхӨрөло; is seen to 
indicate collectivity, Le. éxxAnota (the plural form thus indicates the 
syzygy in the most intimate manner, the commentator affirms). At 
this point, the commentator explains that the second Tetrad, i.e., the 














= CE Pagels 1973, 26: Касі 1990, 348-349. 
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latter four members of the Ogdoad (Logos-Zoe and Man-Church), are 
found in the prologue. 

Тһе commentator then proceeds to show how the prologue also 
teaches about the first Tetrad. For him, verses 5 and 14 speak of events 
taking place outside the pleroma, and specifically of the activity of the 
Savior who is the “joint fruit” of the pleroma—he is its embodiment 
immanent in the cosmos. Verse 5 (кай тд çûç iv rjj oxori gaivet, 
кой ў oxoria алд ob xaxéhafev) is to be understood as the Savior's 
imparting form to matter that issued from Sophia's passion. The com- 
mentator then proceeds to explain how the Savior in the cosmos, as 
the embodiment of the pleroma, carried names of the other aeons, 
such as “Son,” "Truth" and "Life," as well as "Logos" (1:14). Verse 
14, then, specifically contains names that are those of the first four 
members of the Ogdoad (Father, Grace-Sige, Monogenes, Truth): 





Кай à Абто$ ойра ёүёуктө кай #окймөюку iv уйу, кой 4бкаобриба thy 
з шиш, Bir naves лор nis, ons айдаш: vi 
‘The commentator's use of the prologue is quite selective (most of 
the 18 verses are not used at all), and at times quite forced. Irenaeus 
already pointed out the forced character of the commentary: if John 
had intended to speak of the Ogdoad, he would have spelled out 
ёхдлоќа, and would have mentioned the members of the Ogdoad in 
their proper order, instead of alluding first to the last four and only 
later to the first four members (Adv. haer. Moreover, the philo- 
sophical emanation scheme that the commentator introduces has poor 
links to the prologue, and is clearly read into it. Finally, in comparison 
to some other variants of the Valentinian Ogdoad, new names have 
been given to its eight members here (e.g. povoyrvit; = руй, of = 
жарқ)” no doubt to bring the Ogdoad into a closer connection with 
the prologue. 
"This assumption gains more strength from the observation that 
another quite similar Valentinian commentary on the prologue is 
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preserved in Clement's Excerpts from Theodotus 6.1-7.3. This short 
"Theodotian" commentary, however, is not a verbatim quotation but 
а paraphrase, and the original may have been more extensive. What 
has survived can be divided into four sections: (1) an exegesis of John 
1:1,18 that distinguishes among God, Beginning and Logos (Exc. Theod. 
6.1-3)—this section is virtually identical with the Ptolemaean specula- 
tions; (2) an explanation of the Logos-Life syzygy. based primarily on 
John 1:3c-4a, but bolstered by John 11:25/14:6 ("Tam Life") (Exc. Theod. 
6.4)—and this section is also no different from the Ptolemaean version; 
(3) a philosophical scheme of noetic emanation, which, however, is 
clearly different from the Ptolemaean scheme of "reproductive" ema- 
nation: here, the unknown Father wishes to become known, and in his 
own self-knowing Thought (évOijunots), he produces the Monogenes 
Son; the self-knowledge is spiritualized into zveôpa yvóoros, and the 
commentator explains that it not only binds together Father and Son, 
but that it is also bound with the xveijierceydinns, which proceeds from 
the Son and his syzygos Truth, likely to produce the pair Logos-Life 
already mentioned above (Exc. Theod. 7.1-2), although its coming into 
being is not actually spelled out; this somewhat abrupt break in the 
description of the noetic emanation—which may be taken as a sign of 
the selective nature of Clement's paraphrastic description—then shifts 
the focus to (4) an exegesis on John 1:14,18, which explains that the 
Savior on earth was not the pleromatic Monogenes, who teaches the 
other aeons about the Father through knowledge, because it is stated 
of the Savior on earth that his glory was as (is) that of the Monogenes 
(Exc. Theod. 7.3)—this exegesis resembles the Ptolemaean one that 
treated the Logos become flesh of verse 14 as the Savior who was not 
identical with any of the other aeons either, but was instead their col- 
lective embodiment. 

In this commentary, the links to the prologue are not quite as strong, 
as in the Ptolemaean one since ávéporoz and éxxAnoia are not men- 
tioned at all. The commentary. nevertheless, clearly presupposes the 
doctrine of the Ogdoad as Monogenes is identified without explanation 
as vog and Аяба. However, while in the Ptolemaean commentary 





^^ This term is used here purely for practical reasons, although the commentary in 
question probably does not derive from Theodotus himself, perhaps not even from 
the Eastern school of Valais Clement introduc the commentary simply as 
“Valentinian” (Exe. Theod. 61). For the diverse nature of the material in Exc. Theod., 


sce Sagnard 1948. 
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known to Irenaeus, seven out of eight members of the Ogdoad had 
a “Johannine” name, there are only five such members in this ver- 
sion known to Clement (xar, wovoyevic-dpri, dolet, Ayo, 
Coi). This again suggests that the Valentinian Ogdoad was gradually 
brought closer to the Fourth Gospel's prologue since it was found to 
provide a suitable apostolic proof-text for this aspect of Valentinian 
theology.” 

Originally, the Ogdoad probably had nothing to do with John's pro- 
logue. Otherwise, we would expect the connection to be clearer; and 
їп any case, the Ogdoad can be explained satisfactorily without any 
recourse to the prologue. Valentinian mythology is heavily influenced 
by Middleplatonic and Neopythagorean speculations.” The first syz- 
yey is variably named in the different versions, but that the first male 
principle is sometimes called "Father." is a normal Platonic practice.” 
His alternate name “Depth” is attested in the contemporary Chaldean 
Oracles (frg. 18 Majercik), a collection of Stoicizing Middleplatonic 
огасшаг statements, as well as in two probably pre-Valentinian Classic 
Gnostic documents, Eugnostos (V 6,20) and Irenaeus’ related descrip- 
tion of "Ophite" mythology (Adv. haer. 1.30.1). 

Тһе first principle's female partner is usually called Silence (Xuy) 
but this term is not found in the prologue. However, the term түй 
occurs in the Chaldean Oracles (frg. 16 Majercik), and Eugnostos (V 
15,21; Ш 88,8-9), as well as in the related Sophia of Jesus Christ (IIL 
112,8: 1171721) and the Apocryphon of John (Ш 10.15). Dependence 
өп Plato's Republic (490b, 509b, 517b) might then explain why the 
second syzygy. ie. the first pair of emanations from the first principle, 
is called Mind and Truth, as van den Broek has suggested." The terms 
руй and wovoyevis for Mind are likewise not found in all variants 
of the Ogdoad (e.g. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.11.1). Або; and Cof are, 
admittedly, found in John 1:4, and this verse probably provided the 
opportunity for Valentinian exegetes to connect the Ogdoad with the 
prologue. However, the origin of this pair can be better explained as a 

















7^ CE Thomassen 2006, 211-218. 

7 Sce now especially Thomassen 2006, 269-314. 

" See, eg, Philo, Opi 7; Her. 98; Chaldean Oracles frgs. 7, 14 Majercik: Porphyry 
apud Damascius, De princ. 2.148. Westerink-Combés/$43 Ruelle. The appellation 
goes back to Plato's description of the demiurge (who only in later Platonism was 
conceived of as a separate entity) in Timaeus 283, 

"тог the links between £agnostos and Irenacus' "Ophites. sce Rasimus 20092. 

> Van den Brock 1996, 117-130, 
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Valentinian adaptation of Classic Gnostic mythology—Irenaeus (Adv. 
haer. 1.11.1) and the majority of scholars believe that the Valentinians 
were reformers of earlier Gnostic speculations.” In the already men- 
tioned Eugnostos and the “Ophite” myth known to Irenaeus, the core 
structure of the divine hierarchy consists of a series of heavenly Adam 
and Eve figures.” These speculations go back to a Platonizing exegesis 
of Genesis 1-2 (cf. Philo), where it was sometimes stated that the man 
of Gen 1:27 was created after the image of God, who was the Logos;* 
since this man (Adam) was androgynous, it was natural to think that 
his female aspect would be an Eve figure: Zi is, of course, Eve's 
name in the LXX. Adaptation of such Gnostic speculations would well 
explain the Valentinian interest in syzygies. Moreover, such a back- 
ground in Genesis speculations—not too different from what is found 
in Philo—would also explain the final pair of the Ogdoad, i.e., Man and 
Church: Man (іе. Adam) himself is here emanated after his archetype 
Logos, and his female partner Eve can be thought to represent col- 
lectivity, expressed by the term éxxAnaia since Eve is characterized as 
the “mother of all living" in Gen 3:20. In fact, a somewhat similar idea 
is present in Eugnostos (У 14,18-27; Ш 86,24-87,8) and the Sophia 
of Jesus Christ (IIL 111,2-11; BG 111,6-18), where the Ogdoad (likely 
denoting the upper realm above the seven heavens of the cosmos) is 
said to consist of éxxknoter and Сой, Instead of basing the derivation 
of the Valentinian Ogdoad on John's prologue, it makes perhaps bet- 
ter sense to base it on Middleplatonic and Gnostic speculations of the 
"Ophite" type about the first principles. 

While the Valentinian model system itself stems—in the words of 
Irenaeus—from "Ptolemaeus and his followers whose doctrine is the 
bud of Valentinus' school" (Adv. haer. 1 praef. 2), the commentary 
is ascribed to Ptolemaeus himself. However, because the ascription 
(Et Ptolomaeus quidem ita) is missing from the Greek text preserved 
by Epiphanius, some scholars have recently raised doubts about the 
originality of the ascription.” Rousseau and Doutreleau, on the other 
hand, have suggested that Epiphanius dropped the words because he 











* Sec, eg, Layton 1987, 2178: M. Williams 1996, 33-37; and Dunderberg 2008, 46. 

‘These heavenly Adam and Eve figures arc further described in terms of Adam 
Christology and Sophia speculations. See Rasimus 20092. 

7 For the opinion that the Logos was the image of God that served as the model 
dor Adam (of беп 1:26-27), ce Philo, Leg 398. 

7 Markschies 2000, 249-251; Dunderberg 2008, 198. 
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presented the model system and the commentary attached to it as the 
teaching of Valentinus himself, having found the Letter to Flora as 
а representative of Ptolemaeus’ own (and different) teaching” Not 
all scholars have accepted this solution, but the fact—previously not 
taken into consideration—that Epiphanius, while following Irenaeus’ 
Greek text itself quite faithfully, generally follows Hippolytus rather 
than Irenaeus in identifying the various “heresies,"” speaks in favor of 
the solution proposed by Rousseau and Doutreleau. Hippolytus, both 
in his Syntagma and Refutatio, presents a variant of the model sys- 
tem as the teaching of Valentinus himself Therefore, the ascription 
of the commentary in question to Ptolemaeus is probably original to 
Irenaeus, and not a later addition to the Latin translation, 

However, the ascription may not be completely accurate." It may 
reflect a Valentinian tradition at the time of Irenaeus, according to 
which Ptolemaeus had written a commentary on John's prologue, while 
the version preserved by Irenaeus may, in fact, stem from Ptolemaeus’ 
students. Did Ptolemaeus himself then write a commentary on the 
prologue at all—which could have been elaborated by his students— 
wishing to show how the apostle John alluded to the Ogdoad? This is 
related to the question of whether Ptolemaeus himself taught a ple- 
romatic myth or not The Letter to Flora does not explicitly refer to 
such a myth, but the letter is, on the other hand, only an introductory 
lesson.” Moreover, Tertullian states that Ptolemaeus was, in fact, the 
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© Markschies (2000) is of the opinion that Ptolemaeus did not teach any plero- 
matic myth. 


*! Ptolemacus promises more instruction at the end of the letter (Pan. 3375). 
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inventor of the pleromatic myth (Val. 4.2). In heresiological litera- 
ture, there are basically three different pleromatic systems attached to 
Ptolemaeus and/or his school: (1) a version of the Valentinian model 
system from the school of Ptolemaeus (with the attached commentary 
by Ptolemaeus himself) in Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.1-8 (2) the system 
of the “more advanced students of Ptolemaeus" in Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 
1.12.1; and (3) the teaching of Secundus (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.11.2) 
which, according to Hippolytus (Pseudo-Tertullian, Haer. 4.7), was 
what also Ptolemaeus taught; Epiphanius follows this tradition in his 
Panarion, and presents the Letter to Flora, as well as the Secundian 
system, as teachings of Ptolemaeus (Pan. 33). 

"The ascription of the Secundian teaching to Ptolemaeus is likely 
erroneous, and goes back to Hippolytus’ Syntagma, where Hippolytus. 
assigns the model system from Irenaeus’ Adv. haer. 1.1-8 to Valentinus. 
himself, Why he did this, remains unknown, but Irenaeus was certainly 
better informed about Valentinians since he was closer in time to the 
founders of the school, and had personal information about the school 
of Ptolemaeus (Adv, haer. 1 praef. 2). The system of Ptolemaeus’ “more 
advanced students’—indicating that the Father had two consorts, 
"Evwvoia and Géànpa—may well be an elaboration or a variant of the 
model system, possibly indeed stemming from some of Ptolemaeus" 
students." Therefore, that leaves us with the model system itself. There 
are, in fact, three versions of the model system preserved in heresio- 
logical literature: (1) the so-called “Version А” in Irenaeus, ascribed to 
the school of Ptolemaeus: (2) the so-called "Version B" in Hippolytus’ 
Refutatio 6.29-36, ascribed to Valentinus himself (Hippolytus had 
already, in his Syntagma, assigned a paraphrase of Version A to 
Valentinus); and (3) section С in Clement's Excerpts from Theodotus 
(43-65), that could thus be called "Version C,” and which by virtue 
of the (possibly secondary) title is assigned to Theodotus and the 
Eastern school of Valentinianism. 

Тһе heresiological testimony concerning the origin of the model sys- 
tem, as well as Ptolemaeus’ relationship to the pleromatic myth, is thus 
diverse. Apart from Tertullian’s brief statement (Val. 4.2), basically 














27 СГ Thomassen (2006, 17-22, 208-205) who considers Adr haer. 121 as a vari- 
ant ofthe "type B. pleromatology (the model system itself also represents Thomassen e 
type B) whose ascription tothe Piolemacans was probably inherited by irenacus rom. 
i earlier herestologcal work. 3 7 

+See Markachics 1997, 433-433. 
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only Irenaeus says that the school of Ptolemaeus taught a pleromatic 
myth—in fact, two variants of Version A of the model system (Adv. 
haer. 1.1-8: 1.12.1); and that Ptolemaeus himself wrote a commentary 
оп John's prologue connecting the pleromatic Ogdoad with it (1.8.5). 
In describing the two systems he has assigned to the Ptolemacans, 
Irenaeus does mention Ptolemaeus himself, as well as “those around 
him,” i.e., his students (oi лері туа). In the first instance—the model 
system itself Irenaeus says he wishes to talk about current heresies, 
especially about "Ptolemaeus and those around him, whose doctrine is 
the bud of Valentinus’ school”;* and the second instance—the elabo- 
ration by the more advanced students—ascribes the teaching to “the 
wiser among those around Ptolemaeus."" Do these expressions mean 
that Ptolemaeus himself was still alive and included in the groups in 
question? Not necessarily, as the oi жері twa (Epiphanius обу in the 
latter instance is likely а modification to Irenaeus’ original Greek) 
can simply take the meaning of someone's students." Furthermore, if 
Ptolemaeus died in the early 1505, he would no longer be around at 
the time of Irenaeus, and the expressions would then naturally take the 
simple meaning, "the followers of Ptolemaeus." 

‘Thus, if none of the pleromatic systems actually described—save 
the “Ogdoadic” commentary on the prologue in heresiological lit- 
erature can be assigned to Ptolemaeus, does it mean that he did not 
teach a pleromatic myth at all? This is unlikely for several reasons: (1) 
Irenaeus ascribes ће Ogdoadic commentary to Ptolemaeus himself; (2) 
Irenaeus assigns two variants of the pleromatic myth to Ptolemaeus" 
own students; (3) Tertullian considers Ptolemaeus to have been the 
inventor of the pleromatic myth; and, as Thomassen has argued, (4) 
Ptolemaeus’ reputation as one of the greatest Valentinian teachers 
necessitates that he did invent something—this would tend to exclude 
the possibility that it was only his students who invented the plero- 





* Dico autem eorum qui sunt circa Ptolemaeum, quae est uelut flosculum Valentini 
scola Adv. haer. Y prac. 2 Rousseau and Doutrelcau 2243-45: Epiphanius. Greek: 
Aye бй ce кері Птодлушйоч, niin oca тй; Olaviivos axons, Pan. 3198 
Holl 4005-6. 

"5 Hi uero quí sunt circa Ptolemaeum scientiores, Adv. haer. 1.12.1 Rousseau and 
Doutrelezu 180.1; Epiphanius. Greck—which is not identical with the Greek under- 
lying the Latin: Ойто; тойгу à TTrokruaiog «ui oi оўу air En ipmeórepos fiv 
чём ішлоб будабиийшу продаде, Pan. 33.12 Holl 4483-9; the reconstructed 
Greek underlying the Latin: Oi Sè кері tiv Fleokzyaiow ёиягурдтеро; Rousseau and 
Doutreleau 1979, 181: Fr. т. бі. 

CE Lüdemann 1995, 124. 








PTOLEMAEUS AND THE PROLOGUE'S VALENTINIAN EXEGESIS 169 


matic myth" With Thomassen I thus agree that the best explanation 
of all the available evidence concerning Ptolemaeus and his followers 
is that Ptolemaeus did invent the pleromatic myth, which was then 
elaborated by his students. Given also the fact that the Letter to Flora 
and the Ogdoadic commentary both use John's prologue as an apos- 
tolic proof-text for Valentinian theology—a strategy not attested in 
the Gospel of Truth, whose author has simply incorporated Johannine 
themes and language into his own theology—increases the likelihood 
that Ptolemaeus himself also initiated the process that linked John's 
prologue to the Valentinian Ogdoad. The other instances of Valentinian 
exegesis of the Fourth Gospel and its prologue may then be dependent 
on Ptolemaeus’ innovative usage,” especially if the Gospel of Truth 
was not written by Valentinus, or at least if it was not written before 
Ptolemaeus’ martyrdom in ca. 152. Ptolemaeus himself, however, may 
well have adopted the Fourth Gospel as an apostolic proof-text from 
the anti-Marcionite discourse of the Roman churches in the 150s. 
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When Origen wrote his massive commentary on the Gospel of John in 
the 230s, he had a single precursor in this kind of undertaking, a man 
called Heracleon. At least, Heracleon is the only previous commenta- 
tor of John that Origen refers to in his work. Who was Heracleon? 
Introducing his predecessor for the first time (O. 2.14.100),! Origen 
describes him as "Heracleon, who is said to have been a pupil of 
Valentinus" (tov Odahevtivou Aeyópevov elvan yvópuiov Hpaxhéwva), 
Indeed, Heracleon is often mentioned by Christian writers as a prom- 
inent representative of Valentinianism. Clement of Alexandria calls 
him "the most celebrated of Valentinus’ school." Irenaeus mentions 
him once, briefly,’ and he also appears in Tertullian“ and the Refutatio. 
omnium haeresium. In the latter source he is said to be a proponent of 
the “Italian” branch of Valentinianism (6.35.6)^ That Heracleon was a 
“Valentinian” is thus a point on which all our sources agree.” 
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Since he is mentioned by Irenaeus, Heracleon must have been 
a well-known figure by 180. This fact lends plausibility to the view 
reported by Origen, that he was a personal associate of Valentinus." 
Valentinus is said by Irenaeus to have been active in Rome from the 
140s to the 160s. It seems that Heracleon also worked in Rome, as is 
suggested by his attribution to the “Italian school” in the Refutatio, as 
well as by other circumstantial evidence." Nevertheless, it is notewor- 
thy that Heracleon’s commentary on John (or any other work by him) 
is mentioned neither by Irenaeus nor by Clement of Alexandria. Thus 
it is quite possible that Heracleon wrote this work only towards the 
end of the second century, as a rather mature man." 

Heracleon's commentary on John is known only through the quota- 
tions cited by Origen. There are 48 such quotations, of varying length, 
іп Origen's commentary. A couple of additional fragments from other 


Acquainted with the master, that Origen reports as an afirmation made by others. He 
Could obviously have no Rit Band Rowe himself оГ such a mater (CL. Brooke 
1891, 3 he phrase used [pue] would hardly be natural, unless Herackeon 
had been а prominent member of the school during the Мес f Valentinu") 
L'am incline to think that what Origen wants 10 му with this caprsson i lat 
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works by Heracleon have been preserved by other authors." The evi- 
dence suggests that his work as a writer was largely, perhaps exclu- 
sively, devoted to exegesis: in addition to his commentary on John, he 
may have composed commentaries on Luke and Matthew as well." As 
far as we know, Heracleon was the first Christian theologian to write 
а systematic commentary on an authoritative text." 

‘Commenting on such texts, in order to extract their spiritual mean- 
ing, was in itself not a novel pursuit among the Valentinians. The 
Valentinian Ptolemaeus asserts, in his Letter to Flora, that “we shall 
draw the proofs of what we say from the words of our Saviour, for 
through these alone are we led without stumbling to the comprehen- 
sion of that which is" (3.8). Scriptural proof was considered essential, 
‘Thus, Irenaeus’ report on the doctrine of the Valentinians in the first 
part of Book 1 of Against Heresies includes a series of texts, taken from 
Matthew, Luke, John and Paul's letters. According to Irenaeus, the 
Valentinians provided these texts as proofs, claiming that they con- 
tained veiled allusions to specific features of their mythology (Adv. 
haer. 18,5). Valentinian writings were generally studded with quo- 
tations from, or allusions to, the gospels and Paul. By writing com- 
mentaries, therefore, Heracleon was in a sense only taking one step 
further a practice that was already an integral element of Valentinian 
theological discourse. 

Origen's commentary on John, which includes the extant fragments 
of Heracleon's commentary, is itself incompletely preserved—of the 
originally at least thirty-two books, only nine have come down to us.* 
Тһе full scope of Heracleon's commentary is therefore unknown. The 
fragments we have consist of the following: 





"^ Of these, only frg. 50 is a proper fragment. It is a fairly extensive commentary 
on Luke 12:8 quoted by Clement of Alexandria in Strom. 671-73. Нер 49 (Clement, 
Ed, 25.1) is a brief report on a remark made by Heracleon about the practice of fire 
baptism, probably in reference to Matt 3:11. Frg 51 (Photius, Epistle 134) is a vague 
allusion to the interpretation by “Heracicon and his disciples of John 1:17, deriving, 
perhaps, from the lost parts of Origen's commentary. 

? CI. the preceding note. It is possible, of course, that Heracleon's comments on. 
Matt 3:11 and Luke 128 were made in other works rather than commentaries on 
these gospels. 

7" Theophilus of Antioch is, however, reported to have written a commentary on 
the Gospel of Matthew (Jerome, Comm. Matt. pref: c. Vir. ill 25), which may be 
contemporary with Heracleon's commentary 

"similarly 79: “we can prove ай our statements from the teaching (6iaoxwia) 
of the Saviour.” 

* Books 1, 











10, 13, 19, 20, 28, 32. 
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From this list it emerges that the preserved parts of Heracleon's com- 
mentary essentially cover: (1) a few verses of the prologue, (2) the 
testimony of John the Baptist, (3) the journey of Jesus to Jerusalem 
and the cleansing of the temple, (4) the story of the Samaritan woman 
at the well, (5) the dialogue with the disciples on food and the har- 
vest in John 4:31-38, (6) the story of the healing of the royal officer's 
son (John 446-53), and (7) the dialogue with the Jews in John 8. It 
is uncertain whether Heracleon's commentary covered the whole text 
of the gospel,” and whether Origen reported ай of Heracleon's exege- 
sis even in the extant books of his own commentary." It is difficult to 
believe that Heracleon did not comment on John 1:1-2, for instance, 


© Origen makes no further references to Heracleon afier Book 20 of his commentary. 

2 The refutation of Herackcoss exegesis was surely not Origens main motive for 
writing his commentary on Joha. In fc, Heralcon is ohien introduced only towards 
the end of Origen sown discussion of a verse 
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and why Origen is silent about his interpretation of these verses (see 
below) is an open question. 

In this essay, the main features of Heracleon's exegesis of the peri- 
copes listed above will be described, before I go on to discuss his per- 
spective on the Gospel of John and his approach to the text in general. 


1. THE MAIN THEMES OF HERACLEON'S EXEGESIS 


1.1. The Logos 


Heracleon maintains that the statement “all things were made through 
him" (John 1:3) means that the Logos was the cause through which the 
cosmos was made (frg. 1; О. 2.14.100-103). This implies, however, that 
(1) the Logos was not the cause of the acon, that is, the transcendent 
realm (100); and that (2) whereas the work of creation was performed 
by the demiurge, the Logos was the effective cause which, operating 
through him, enabled the demiurge to create (102-103). 

Тһе Logos is the same as the Saviour, as Heracleon states explicitly 
іп frg. 5 (О. 6.20.108-117, at 108). This is standard Valentinian termi 
nology.” The notion that the Saviour-Logos was the formative agent 
in creation is common Valentinian doctrine.” as is the idea that the 
demiurge is a mere tool wielded by the higher demiurgic power." In 
fact, Heracleon's interpretation of John 1:3 as a text referring to the 
demiurgic role of the Saviour-Logos” finds parallels in Ptolemaeus’ 
Letter to Flora (3.6) and in the Excerpts from Theodotus (45.3). Thus, 





7 acis Adv. haer. 126 (end); Refutatio 6354: Exc Theod. 1, 2, 16: Val. Бө, 
32 (prob). 

Eg Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 145-152; xs Theod. 43-47: Val Exp. 35-37 Wucher: 
уе ae ating de cime de Komo ict dh der 
Logs sondern dard den Deum gohan bl (2003, 127), T view, wich 
aab informs his reading of the fragment and his understanding of Herackcors rela. 
ondip with Vacant, seraa acce (ar бе amen а нетем, 
Adv haer. 1112, which страз adducet a idence). The tris бетіне 
“йш obere shoal be nd, есте бы а demiurg тіс ie беп әдеті 
Yo Soph ы wel end tha i, с, cte lm en tempt bas dea boss mde 
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Thomasen 1993, 238-50, 

TS Thomassen and Painchaud 1989, 295-396, 

Ж The poant в жо made i fg 22 О Лаа at ц) 

7 See duo Quispel 1966, 7-75 Thomassen 2006, 123-128 
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his exegesis of this verse represents a traditional topos of Valentinian 
exegesis." 

In Valentinian theology, the Saviour is brought forth at a particular 
moment in the salvation narrative.” After the passionate and fallen 
aeon Sophia had repented and turned towards the pleroma for help, 
the aeons collectively produced and sent forth the Saviour. He healed 
the passions of Sophia and brought order to the two substances or 
forces that had come into existence as a result of her passion and her 
conversion: matter and soul. This organizing activity constitutes his 
cosmogonic work. Since the Saviour-Logos does not exist from the 
beginning of the narrative, one wonders how Heracleon may have 
explained John 1:1-2, and why Origen says nothing about his exegesis 
of these verses. Perhaps Heracleon contented himself with observing 
that the Logos existed before the creation of the world. Alternatively, 
he might have stated at this point that the Saviour-Logos contained 
within himself the entire divine fullness, as the systematic treatises 
habitually do when they describe the generation of the Saviour. 
Neither statement would have been objectionable to Origen. 

At any rate, Heracleon interprets ti яйута, “all things,” as mean- 
ing the cosmos, and he understands the Logos as the transcendent 
demiurge who provided it with form. The higher realm of the aeon?” is 
not included in “all things." Origen at this point accuses Heracleon of 
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introducing an arbitrary limitation in his interpretation of the words 
of the gospel. It may be observed, however, that Origen himself dis- 
cusses the question of whether certain protological entities might not 
have come into being through the Logos (O. 2.72-99).* giving the 
impression that this was already a debated issue among the exegetes. 
Some, he says, are of the opinion that the Holy Spirit did not come into 
being through the Logos, though he himself holds that it did (73-88). 
It is clear to Origen, on the other hand, that “the Beginning” in which 
the Logos “was,” and which Origen identifies with the divine Wisdom, 
must have preceded the Logos, and that since “life” and “light” were 
"in" the Logos, these attributes could not have come into being through 
him (89-90). Against this background, the exclusion of the aeon from 
“all things” by Heracleon (who might, as a Valentinian, have argued 
that the whole transcendent realm in a sense exists “in” the Arché = 
 Monogenés), appears rather less extravagant than Origen is making 
ош. 


12. The Baptist 


In commeting on the testimony of John the Baptist (John 1:19-34; frgs. 
4-10), Heracleon is especially interested in the allegorical meaning of 
the figure of the Baptist himself. Three aspects of Heracleon's interpre- 
tation of the Baptist will be mentioned here. First, Heracleon resolves 
the contradiction between the Baptist’s own denial that he is Elijah 
ог a prophet" (John 1:21) and the Saviour's assertion that he is both, 
in Matt 11:11,13-14." By making a distinction between the Baptist’s 
inward nature—‘John himself"—on the one hand, and “the things 
about him"—his "clothes"—on the other (frg. 5; O. 6.20.112-114), 
Heracleon can claim that the Baptist was indeed a prophet and Elijah 
with regard to his outward appearance, while inwardly he was more 
than a prophet, as the Saviour himself confirmed (Matt 11:9-14; Luke 
726-28)" 





*™ In fact, it is this discussion that forms the context for introducing the opinion of 
Heracleon when quoting the ft fragment from him in O. 2.14.100-103. 

= Origen rebukes Heracleon for disregarding the definite article in д рот; 
(John 1:21,25). Ehrman (1993, 107-108) suggests that Heracieoss text may have 
Inked the article since 1 is abo dent from eta (анші witnesses 

7 This contradiction also worried Origen: see Wucherpfennig 2002, 203-201. 
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Secondly, Heracleon takes up the self-description of the Baptist as 
“the voice of one crying in the wilderness” (John 1:23) and explains 
that the relationship between the Baptist and the Saviour is like 
that between the çov and the Aóyoç (frg. 5: О. loc. cit. 108-111). 
Moreover, Heracleon asserts, the general class of prophets (néioa 
pogntixh 451) is situated at one step down in this hierarchy: they 
are the "echo" (йуо;). The tripartition logos-voice-echo is a literary 
commonplace,” which was well established in the Valentinian tradi- 
tion." Heracleon also says that the voice is capable of being turned 
into logos, just as the female can become male and the echo can be 
changed into voice. 

‘Thirdly, Heracleon sees the Baptist as representing the demiurge (frg. 
8; O. 6.39.194-202). When the Baptist proclaims that he is unworthy 
to untie the thong of Christ's sandal (John 1:27), Heracleon reads this 
аз the demiurge avowing that he is unable to explain and resolve the 
design regarding the Saviour's flesh (оф ӧбхаџад ойд буүүйоаоба 4 
émddoar thv кері arîç oixovopiav [198]). 

А similar statement is made in frg. 10 (О. 6.60.306-307). When the 
Baptist calls Christ “the lamb of God” (John 1:29) and not a full-grown 
тат, he is speaking, Heracleon explains, with the imperfect under- 
standing of someone who is only a prophet. That is why he refers to 
the Saviour as an incomplete animal. In contrast, when the Baptist 
says “who takes away the sin of the world,” he speaks in the capacity 
of someone who is “more than a prophet.” In the first case, the Baptist 
speaks about the Saviour's body, in the second about “him who is in 
the body.” In this fragment, the Baptist speaking as a regular prophet is 
comparable to the demiurge in frg. 8; both speak only about the body 
of the Saviour and do not perceive the Saviour's internal nature. 

‘These fragments illustrate several characteristic features of Нега- 
cleon's exegesis. First, he seeks to harmonize John and the synoptics,* 
and is concerned to resolve apparent contradictions between the gos- 
pels. Second, he pays attention to the precise choice of words (ov. 
ну, Адет) and cleverly exploits their semantic connotations. Third, 


of nepioastepov ротою (Matt 1:5 Luke 726; cf. frg. 10), although this reading is 
awkward together with the rest of the phrase- 

> Wucherplennig 2002, 224-228. 

> See Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.142.5. A soteriologically significant distinction between 
sound and meaning is also made іп Gos. Truth 23; Tri. Trac. 61; 119; 133. Wucher- 
pfennig does not mention the Valentinian 

9 Le, Matthew and Luke; there is no evidence that he used Mark. 
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he allegorizes characters and objects mentioned in the text as types of 
mythological figures or ideas (John the Baptist = the demiurge; Christ's 
sandal = his body). These exegetical operations all serve, of course, to 
justify a specific set of theological ideas. It is not always easy, how- 
ever, to reconstruct exactly what these ideas are. One of the problems 
arising concerns the exact relationship between John the Baptist and 
the demiurge. If the Baptist is a type of the demiurge, may it then be 
assumed that everything which is said about the Baptist also applies to 
the demiurge? Does the demiurge have an inner “self” which is supe- 
rior to his external appearance, just as the inner self of John the Baptist 
is “more than a prophet” and capable of understanding more of the 
Saviour than his body? And is the demiurge too like the voice that will 
become logos, viz. the female that will be changed into male? 

Тһе problem here is that Valentinian texts normally operate with 
ап ontological hierarchy of matter, soul and spirit. Each of these sub- 
stances originated in a distinct mental state of Sophia: matter derived 
from her passion, soul from her repentance and conversion, and spirit 
from the joy she felt when she saw the Saviour coming towards her. 
Тһе spiritual seed of Sophia will, after having been incarnated for a 
while in humans, be redeemed and enter into the pleroma. The “psy- 
chic” beings, however, whose essence is soul, and who include both 
humans and cosmic powers, will attain salvation on a lower level—at 
least that is what some of the sources seem to say.” The demiurge 
is consistently described in Valentinian texts as a psychic being, and 
Heracleon clearly adheres to this view, as is shown in particular by frg. 
40 (see below). John the Baptist, on the other hand, seems to transcend 
these categories; he appears to be psychic, like the demiurge, and at the 
same time spiritual, by virtue of what he is “himself.” 

No issue has been more discussed by scholars studying the frag- 
ments of Heracleon than his views on the categories spiritual, psychic 
and material, and opinions vary considerably. Some scholars have 
maintained that Heracleon subscribes to a strict determinism of sal- 
vation and perdition according to whether one is born with a spiritual, 





> Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 171,45: Refutatio 632% Exe. Theod. М2: 63.1; 65; Tri 
Trac. 122 (but Tri. Trac. also says that all the saved will eventually be united in the 
same location [119; 132-133}; cf Simonetti 1994, 228-239; I am now inclined to think 
that these apparent contradictions must derive from the use of different sources by 
the author of Tri. Trac). 
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psychic or material “nature.™ Others have concluded that, for Hera- 
leon, the distinctions between the human categories are more fluid, 
either in the sense that each person’s “nature” is not an inborn qual- 

” or soteriologically, in the sense that humans may be born as 
irituals or psychics but will nevertheless attain the same kind 
of salvation, by the psychics being transformed into spirituals" Yet 
other scholars argue that Heracleon does not use the concept of dif- 
ferent human natures at all, but that this has been imposed on him 
by Origen's report of his views." Although this is not the place to 
enter fully into that debate, I would nevertheless like to make the fol- 
lowing observations. Heracleon very clearly, in my view, presupposes 
and applies the Valentinian theory of three human kinds. However, 
he applies it primarily in one context, namely to describe the vari- 
ous responses of humans to the Saviour: there is a spiritual way of 
responding to the Saviour, exemplified by the Samaritan woman; there 
is also a typically "psychic" way of coming to faith in the Saviour, 
exemplified by the "petty king” (this is how Heracleon understands the 
“royal officer”); finally there is a “material” way of responding, which 
is that of failing to understand and of rejecting the Saviour, exempli- 
fied by the Jews in John 8. 

Heracleon does not state clearly whether the three kinds of humans 
possessed their specific characteristics even before the Saviour arrived. 
‘There is, however, a sense in which all humans were psychics before 
that happened, since “the old dispensation” itself, when the world was 
under the rule of the demiurge, was essentially psychic. With this com- 
mon “psychic-ness” as the basis, some humans reacted in a spiritual 
жау, others in a psychic way and still others in a material way when 
the Saviour appeared. As we shall see, Heracleon absolutely rejects the 
idea that those who acted in a material way did so because they were 
predisposed by nature to do so. In the case of the spiritual response, 
Heracleon does not clearly state whether the spirituals were specially 
predisposed to receive the Saviour because they possessed a spiritual 





7 Sagnard 1947, especially pp. 505-520; Simonetti 1966-1967: Simonetti 1992: 
Strutwolf 1993, 114-125; Holzhausen 1998. 

ЗУ Langerbeck 1967, 67-72 Mühlenberg 1975: Aland 1977. Already Heinrici (1871, 
144) observed that, “So schwanken trotz der haufig sich wiederholenden Behauptung 
der Einzigart det pneumatische Natur die Grenzen zwischen Растатт un 
Poche" 

"I Janssens 1959; Pagels 1973: Ретов 1978. 

> Wücherplensig 2002, especially pp. 333-357; Dunderberg 2008, 141-144. 
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seed which the others lacked, although I think this а distinct possibil- 
ity. With regard to eschatology, Heracleon never suggests that spiritu- 
als and psychics will attain different kinds or levels of salvation." Nor 
does he state that psychics will eventually become spirituals (which 
would probably be an incorrect use of terms since, for Heracleon, 
those categories primarily relate to the various kinds of receptivity to 
the Saviour rather than to ultimate soteriological states). However, he 
comes very close to suggesting that psychics will be transformed into 
spirit by quoting 1 Cor 15:54 in fragment 40. 

To conclude by returning to John the Baptist, it seems that the 
ambiguity of this character arises from the fact that he, as a prophet, 
is essentially part of the old dispensation, and in that sense psychic, 
like the demiurge, although he is not necessarily psychic in the sense 
of not being spiritual. In fact, his being more than a prophet and hav- 
ing a superior inner “self” which is able to perceive the true nature of 
the Saviour suggest that the Baptist is a spiritual person as well. Thus, 
because the category of the psychic has a double meaning, and because 
the Baptist stands at the very point of transition between the old and 
the new dispensation, Heracleon seems to have been able to conceive 
of him, exceptionally, as being both psychic and spiritual at once. 








1.3. The Descent into the World and the Cleansing of the Temple 


Jesus has descended from heaven, according to the Gospel of John; he 
is from above, sent into the world (3:13,17,31; 8:23, etc.). This idea sup- 
plies the framework for much of Heracleon's allegorical interpretation 
of Jesus’ acts in the gospel. Thus, when Jesus "went down" (xatépn) 
into Capernaum (John 2:12), this signifies for him the descent of 
the Saviour into the world (frg. 11; О. 10.11.48). More specifically, 
Capernaum is the material realm. The Saviour therefore descended into 
matter, which probably means that he assumed a physical body." 
From Capernaum, Jesus made an “ascent” to Jerusalem (John 
2:13), which, according to Heracleon, is “the psychic place” (frg. 13; 
0. 10.33.210-215, at 210).2 Here, he performed the cleansing of the 





= The passage to this effect in frg, 13 (O. 10.33.211) is fairly clearly a remark by 
Origen, who misinterprets Heraclcons temple allegory as referring to eschatology (sc 
below, n50). 

З Cf Thomassen 2006, 107-112. 

© Cf. Thomassen 20060, 112-115, 
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temple (John 2:14-17). For Heracleon, this event becomes an image 
of the salvific work of the Saviour in the world. More precisely, the 
cleansing of the temple means the cleansing of the soul. The traders 
in the temple are demons that are cast out? by the Saviour (212-214). 
The whip used for this purpose Heracleon sees as an image of the 
Holy Spirit: it “blows away the wicked.” Moreover, Heracleon points 
out that the whip must have been equipped with a wooden handle, 
which is a type of the Cross (214-215). It was evidently important for 
Heracleon to make it clear that the destruction of the demons took 
place through the passion“ of the Saviour on the Cross, which the 
Valentinians generally interpret as the power separating spirit from 
matter. 

Heracleon points out that the gospel uses the word heron to des- 
ignate the place where the traders were found, and not naos.“ The 
former word was chosen “so that it may not be thought that it is 
the Calling only, lacking spirit, which elicits help from the Lord.” The 
"Calling" (xA jig) is a common Valentinian name for the psychics,” 
and Heracleon's insistence on this point indicates that he is taking 
issue with the views of some opponent. In fact, the opposing view is 
attested by the Valentinian treatise copied by Irenaeus, where itis stated 
that “the Saviour... came to the psychic, since it possessed free will, in 
order to save it” (Adv. haer. 1.6.1). What is going on here is internal 
Valentinian polemics.” Irenaeus’ treatise teaches that the spirituals are 
saved by nature, just as matter by necessity perishes (1.6.2). Heracleon, 
by contrast, emphasizes that the spirituals, no less than the psychics, 
need salvation from the Saviour. Hieron designates the whole temple 











This i most explicitly stated in fg. 14: ".. the powers that were cast ош and 
destroyed by the Saviour” (O. 1034223) 

"The passion i серісі referred to а fig 12 (O. 10.19.117); Thomassen 2006, 
шені 

T GE Thomassen 20 66-67, 258-29, 274, 279-20 

2 Accepting the emendation of tv dv to tà «йе in frg. 13 (O. 10.33.211), for 
renons at иШ become lear in бе fo нах 

““геваеш, Adr. haer. L64: 1144; Exc Тед. 5: Tri. Trac. 122. (The usage in 
Exc, Theod. 21-22 в diferent) The corresponding collective name for the spirit 
ie the Election” (дот). 

“= "Thomassen 2006, 112. 

^ lt may be remarked in passing that since Негкісов is here reporting a view 
with which he disagrees, И cannot Бе taken for granted that he subici without 
тошто to the deseo of th Calig as lacking spirt” (si mri) an 
pression which has ofen been referred t in previous dacussions about the homan 
Categories in Heracon 
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and not just the inner sanctuary, the naos. It includes the forecourt 
(pronaos), where the Levites go, as well as the Holy of Holies, where 
only the High Priest may enter.” By the Levites Heracleon evidently 
means the psychics, and the High Priest represents the spirituals. Both 
categories are saved when the Saviour cleanses the temple. 

"The temple is, as we have seen, the soul. The cleansing of the temple 
means the purification of the soul through the expulsion of the demons 
that have taken control over it. Though set in the wider context of the 
Saviour's descent into the world, the focus in Heracleon's interpreta- 
tion of this event is on the redemption of the individual human soul— 
whether that of “spirituals” or that of “psychics.” Heracleon apparently 
acknowledges a distinction between these two categories of humans, 
but he does not, in this context, draw any soteriological implications 
from it. Rather, his concern is to stress that the spirituals needed to 
be redeemed as much as the psychics, by having their souls purified 
by the Saviour. 


14. The Samaritan Woman at the Well 


‘The episode of Jesus’ encounter with the Samaritan woman in John 4 
is an exemplary conversion story. This is also how Heracleon treats it? 
Specifically, the woman is a type of the spiritual person: “She received 
the faith unreservedly and in accordance with her own nature, for she 
did not hesitate over what he told her" (frg. 17; О. 13.10.57-66, at 63). 





7 Origen has somewhat bungled this part of he fragment, but a satisfactory inter- 
pre ш been ven by наран (лю, 5) Таа came at the 
Temple in, on the one hand, the Holy of Halls, where only the High Priest enters 
ais where the spirituals end up, 1 think he saying and. on the other hand, he 
area of the forecourt, where the Levies are as wel үтірі of the psychics ho 
ЖИЙ шп а һап outside the Ялова (1 have былш what regard, hol 
оо Wutherpennig as Heraccons txt from Origen comments by bold pnt) 
Origen clearly misinterprets Heradeon by taking ham Yo refer to exchatolopcal erent», 
wh Origen describes in termas of precoce keas about Valentinian йш 
бепне perhaps from Irenacus, Ad haer. 1.75 on the probability that Origen knew 
Irenaeus’ work ce Le Boullce 1977) Heraleon is ти. however, concerned wiih 
жашар ints cone. Wochen deserves credit fr having solved үтік. 
Кт that has beset all previous studies (and tramos of this fragment and has ed 
f uten сасады бош Heron echando cal views rdg wae 
And psychics. (1 happily retract the statement in Ibomasen 2006, 10307 

CO ie preceda сас 

7 Heras excess of this episode is the subject of a lengthy study by ова 
(1585) However, Put i more concerned wilh pelemmicizing against Herackon's 
Exegesis бап in undentanding й on йз own term and s therefore less help for 
ет 
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The unhesitating recognition of the Saviour is in fact a characteristic 
of the spiritual: “The spiritual kind...immediately rushed towards 
him,” the Tripartite Tractate states (118), after first having established 
that humankind is divided into a spiritual, a psychic and a material 
genos? By contrast, hesitation is the typical response of the psychic 
kind (118-119). The fact that the Samaritan woman did not hesitate 
is not explicitly stated in John's text, however, and this interpretation 
clearly represents Heracleon's desire to make the story agree with an 
established Valentinian topos of the spiritual. 

Converted, the Samaritan woman abandons the old well, whose 
water is drunk by animals? and leads to corruption;* instead, she 
receives the life-giving water of the Saviour (frg. 17; O. loc. cit. 57-61). 
Her old life had been one of debauchery, and her six husbands герге- 
sent “all the evil of matter” under which she had suffered (frg. 18; O. 
13.1167-74, at 71) In other words, as in the scene of the cleansing 
of the temple, the soul of the spiritual person was oppressed and tor- 
‘mented by demons before the Saviour came and set it free. In this case, 


The theme of immediate recognition recur in Tri. Trac. 133-134 and again in 
sonnet with Spins торов the Sv, pp, acy Ah 
TAS: c Exe hend 441. Ты Samaritan woman and Sophia sre quite similar 4 
acters (as already Brooke i91, 42 pointed эа) although the Samar woman doc 
Pot have lo De considered in he ct sense ss a type о Sophia in Heradeom сее 
$a зарыл! suggests (1947, 302) 

ыле this seems to be а ере in Valentinian thinking about the three human 
ints nich hat testo pel pata been traced by Origen 
in His report of he fragment, as Wucherpfennig suggests (2002, 338-339). 

"The animas reprezent the materia cer working n бк sou in oiher words 
panions and vices ff rg 20 (0. 1b 1695-97, at 99) шашсын Ady. har. L5 
с Theod. 4835501 31: terp. Know. (NHC ХІ) 1036-37 122262122 The 
Animale are hardly pochi as аршып! амен (1947, 497). 

"^ thas often Deen assumed, begining with Origen mel that Heracleon under- 
stands Jacob's мей and ts water as a metaphor for the “ОМ Testament” (Loewenich 
1932,35 Wiles 194,15 Simonet 1966-1987 2325 Рова 1983 2), Since he well 
Brings corruption, andi arly associated ith matier and passions (he Samarian 
жойда» ck Me, wheres Heradcon generally has a higher Мет a Jewish worl 
Sd the prophet (hey belong tothe pochi ream), t rather unlikely. Nor 
there ang in the text that suggests that Jaco is an allusion to the demiurge, 
‘Pagel (1973, 37) dime 1а tht context Heralon chooses a comment оп ic 

ишш, not on Jacob (cf. Mahlenberg 1975, 18: 

Heracieon probably adds her present Partner to the five husbands mentioned in 
John #18 Janssens 1939, 15045) Six и Ше number of manier: fi. 16 (O. 1038261: 
EL Irenaeus, Ade haer. 1.146: Wacherpiennig 2003, 33-84). This E probably because 
the ricbdoad is associate with the pach and the Ogdoad wib the spiritual С. 
‘Waherplennig 2002 320-321 [кйм irence older studi] though he refuses 
to make the connection) 
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however, instead of focusing on purification, the theme of the hus- 
bands allows Heracleon to introduce another element of Valentinian 
soteriology: when Jesus says, "You are right in saying, ‘I have по hus- 
band" (John 4:17), Негасісоп interprets this as meaning that “the 
Samaritan woman had no husband in the world, for her husband is 
in the aeon” (frg. 18; 70). The real husband of a spiritual person is 
her counterpart in the transcendent spiritual realm—her partner, or 
syzygos, often described as an angel, brought to her by the Saviour, 
who will make her a whole person, filling up the deficiency which has 
been her life until now. 

‘The conversion is not only an event in the life of the individual, but 
also signifies, as in the Gospel of John itself, a turning point in the his- 
tory of salvation. When Jesus tells the woman that, “the hour is com- 
ing when neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem will you worship 
the Father” (John 4:21), Heracleon applies the familiar Valentinian 
tripartition model in his interpretation: the mountain is the material 
realm of the devil and Jerusalem the created world, or, alternatively, 
the mountain stands for the creation and Jerusalem the creator (frg. 
20; О. 13.16.95-97, at 95). In either case, the first is the object of the 
cult of the Greeks and the second that of the Jews. Both are now super- 
seded, and spiritual human beings will henceforth worship the Father 
of truth. 

‘The Samaritan woman then becomes a missionary, going into the 
city and bringing the people to Christ (John 4:28-30). This demon- 
strates, according to Heracleon, the special role of the spirituals vis-à-vis 
the psychics: “She returned to the world to announce to the Calling the 
good tidings of Christ's coming. For it is through the spirit and by the 
spirit that the soul is drawn towards the Saviour” (frg. 27; О. 13.33.187- 
192, at 187). This passage provides decisive proof that the Samaritan 
woman is construed by Heracleon as a type of the spiritual person, as 
distinct from the psychic.” The difference between the two categories 
as described іп this context is the fact that spiritual persons recog- 
nize the Saviour immediately, as was shown above, whereas psychics 








7 The theme continues in fogs 21-24. 

7 Thus also Poffet 1985, 103. The attempts in recent scholarship to deny that 
Heracleon applied the common Valentinian doctrine of three human kinds (Wucher- 
pfennig 2002, especially рр. 333-353; Dunderberg 2008, 141-144) must be considered 
a blind alley. in fact, Heracleon consistently works with the of spiritual, psy. 
Chic and material in his exegesis, though he seems to have had his own interpretation 
of their soteriological significance 
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need the spirituals to lead them to the Saviour.® The idea that the 
soul is brought to the Saviour by means of the spirit constitutes a gen- 
eral anthropological and soteriological principle, which is used here, 
‘metaphorically, to describe the relationship between the two categories 
of human beings. That relationship is also made clear in frg. 37 (О. 
13.51.341): when the gospel says that "many Samaritans from that city 
believed in him because of the woman's testimony” (4:39), Heracleon 
interprets this as meaning that psychics, who are “from the world,” 
came to believe “because of the spiritual church.” The word “many” 
signifies that there are many psychics, whereas “one is the imper- 
ishable, uniform and singular nature of the Election." Oneness is, 
indeed, considered a mark of the spirit, whereas the soul exists under 
the condition of multiplicity and divisibility, as the Tripartite Tractate 
confirms." 





1.5. The Healing of the Petty King's Son 


‘The category of the psychic is more extensively discussed in Heracleon's 
commentary on the pericope about the Bagıkıxéş and his dying son 
in John 4:46-54 (frg. 40; О. 13.60.416-426). The word basilikos means 
a petty king, Heracleon explains, and it can therefore be taken to 
refer to the demiurge (416). His “small and transitory" kingdom is 
“the Middle" (416), in other words the psycho-physical cosmos." His 
‘mortally ill son signifies the human being who is proper to the demi- 
urge (416). His being in “Capernaum” means that his soul has been 
caught up in matter, causing his sickness. He was “in ignorance and 





Nothing i said, however about whether the psychics кесіне the Saviour differ- 
coy from the spirituals, nce they are brought to him, ог whether the salvation they 
Sill attain is of s different kind. 

"For the terminology Calling/Election, sce above, n47. 

© Tri Trac П "These are such as belong tothe single substance, and that is the 
spiritual onc. The economy, however, is variable, this being one thing, that anoth 
Ste also Tr. Trac 122. This dimension of the plurality of the psychics, which docs 
‘ot consist simply in the fact that they are “many,” has been wel observed by Aland 
(1977, 163028). 

© “The term “the Middle is used interchangeably for the demiurge, the Hebdomad 
and the region of the soul: Piolemacus, Letter o Flora 7.4; Refutatio 632.8; Clement, 
Sirom. 6303; Irenaeus, Adv. harr. 214.4 Sce Thomassen 2006a, 120-121. 

swim psc here oniy mean the category ol human beings which 
3s defined by the fact that they belong to the nature of the demiurge. That nature is, 
ofcourse, psychic. CE Tri. Truc 103: “The creator himself alo sent down souls out 
this own substance, since [he] too has the ability to procreate; similarly Refutatio 
S344. However, Heracon does not state explicitly that psychic humans have a dif- 
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sins" (416), a condition which leads to death (417-418). The Saviour 
"descended" (xaxafiaivovros, John 4:51) to him, healed him and gave 
him life (421). 

Heracleon interprets the story as an account of the Saviour's descent 
into the world to save the human soul. More specifically, the theme. 
is the psychic person: the one who is healed in the story is a human 
being who belongs to the demiurge (416); his "nature" (pot) is indi- 
cated by the fact that he is healed at the seventh hour (John 4:52; 
424)®—the number seven of course alludes to the Hebdomad, which 
is the domain of ће demiurge and the psychic. There are nonetheless 
important similarities between the petty king's son and the Samaritan 
woman who typifies the spiritual. Both had led lives of ignorance and 
sin® before the Saviour arrived, that had been dominated by the forces 
of matter. Both needed the Saviour to redeem them from their condi- 
tion. What, then, is the difference between them? Heracleon refers 
to John 4:48, “Unless you see signs and wonders you will not believe,” 
and comments that this remark "is fittingly said to the kind of person 
whose nature is determined through works, who is persuaded through 
the senses but does not believe in a word” (419). Here, the difference 
seems to lie in the way the two categories of persons are brought to 
believe, rather than in the nature of their faith as such. 
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As previously mentioned, the spirituals distinguish themselves by 
immediately recognizing the Saviour, whereas the psychics take more 
time to do so and are led to the faith by the spirituals. In the pres- 
ent case another distinguishing feature is suggested: the psychics need 
practical demonstrations to be persuaded, and, in fact, the healing won- 
der in this story serves that precise purpose. It is also said, however, 
that the demiurge is very ready to believe (єйллотос, 422), and, indeed, 
the soul has a disposition (éxtrmBeias) towards salvation (418)." The 
soul as such is not immortal, however, but belongs to the realm of the 
perishable (417-418). Salvation must therefore take place through a 
process of total transformation, as described by Paul in 1 Cor 15:53- 
54: the perishable puts on the imperishable, the mortal puts on the 
immortal and death is swallowed up in victory (418). This idea of a 
total replacement is characteristic of Valentinian soteriology.” Such a 
transformation will not, however, be achieved by all psychic beings: 
Heracleon enters into a discussion as to whether some of them, either 
among the angels or humans, will perish, and concludes, by adducing 
scriptural proof (Matthew and Isaiah), that they will (425-426). This is 
another common Valentinian topos: the psychics, in accordance with 
the nature of the soul, may incline either towards matter and evil or 
towards goodness and spirit." Thus Heracleon seems, by alluding to 
1 Cor 15, to imply that the good psychics, like the demiurge, will be 
turned into spirit in the process of their salvation. He does not sug- 
gest that their salvation will be different from that of the spirituals, 
but simply notes that the way they attain the faith that will bring them 
salvation is different. 








1.6. The Children of the Devil 


‘The dispute between Jesus and the Jews in John 8 gives Heracleon the 
opportunity to comment on a third type of response to the Saviour: 
complete rejection. In particular, he explains what the Saviour means 


7 i Ба Theod. 363 it is said that the pochi has an én ng boll to fith and 
saluo and nel am perditan Keralen of tetra conte 
[reri 

"fri сиген бс in Thommessen 206. рабо, the metaphor of sal 
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when he says “you are of your father the devil” (John 8:44). The devil, 
of course, represents the realm of matter (frg. 20). Just as there are 
people who are either spiritual or psychic by nature, so too are there 
those who belong to matter. In this case, however, Heracleon argues 
that one cannot speak of a physis. Commenting on the words “your 
will is to do your father's desires” (John 8:44), he concludes: “It is 
because they have loved the desires of the devil and performed them 
that they become the children of the devil, though they are not such by 
nature” (frg. 46; O. 20.24211-219, at 214). In fact, Heracleon explains 
that there are three different ways of understanding the word “child”; 
one can be a child either by nature (босу), by inclination or choice 
тубир), ог by merit (Gia) (215). Since the devil lacks the ability to 
procreate, being an essentially destructive force (215-216), the child 
of the devil is one who does his works and thereby becomes like him 
(216)—in other words “Бу merit." 

Here again Heracleon is working with the Valentinian tripartition 
of material, psychic and spiritual. According to Irenaeus presentation 
of Valentinian doctrine, “they assume three kinds (yévn) of human 
beings: the spiritual, the choic and the psychic, corresponding to Cain, 
Abel and Seth, and by means of these they establish the three natures 
(ràg tpris өбогц)” (Adv. haer. 1.7.5).” Heracleon evidently takes 
exception to such a use of the word physis, arguing that the idea of 
a material physis is a contradiction in terms: matter has по physis. 
As with the question of the spirituals’ need for redemption (frg. 13), 
Heracleon employs his commentary on John to participate in inner- 
Valentinian debate. He maintains that no human is material by nature; 
they become so only through their behaviour." What they were before 





т The second possibility, of being а child by inclination, тийип, i abo excluded in 
this case, since that is defined as voluntarily doing the wil of another person (213), 
and the devil has no will, only desires (211): c£ Langerbeck 1967, 69. Doing the works 
Of the devil and Becoming lke him means performing his desires, аз distinct from 
his will, 

“СЇ. Exe. Theod. 1: tis өбасы; The Tripartite Tracat is content with speak- 
ing about yé (СЕ 118) rather than фос though that text also contains a passage 
‘Scaling to Origen, Nowe, Herska tht би word yel are f 
* According to Origen, however, Heraccon ‘words “you are 
father the devik and your wl sto do your father desire” were spoken “not o tose 
who are by nature (өйде) children of the devil the chocs but ta the psychics who 
have become sons of the devil by adoption (Roe (213; the translation of білгі as 
“by adoption" is that of C. Blanc in her edition). This clearly contradicts Heracleon's 
argument that the devil docs not beget children, and interference from Origen is there” 
fore likely, as Langerbeck has proposed (1967, 69-70; 1 have not been convinced by 
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they succumbed to the forces of matter is not clearly stated, though he 
probably considered them to be psychic." 

In principle, the fallen state of the devil's children does not seem 
to differ from that of the petty king's son who was dying as a result 
of his sins, or even from that of the Samaritan woman, who had led 
a life of debauchery until she met the Saviour. Here again, the dif- 
ference between them lies in the way they respond to the Saviour. 
‘The Samaritan woman recognizes him directly from the words he 
speaks, whereas the petty king needs the proof of a healing miracle 
to be convinced. The hostile Jews, however, are “unable to hear the 
words of Jesus and understand what he says” because they are "of 
the devil's ovaia” (frg. 44; O. 20.20.168-170, at 168). As was noted 
above, however, ofa should not be understood in terms of goig, 
ог a genetic relationship (as Origen wrongly assumes); for Heracleon 
the word simply means that these people are assimilated to the devil's 
mode of being because they fulfil his desires and perform his works.” 
Moreover, that обоќа is defined specifically by their reaction to the 
Saviour. Thus, all humans have suffered the fate of ignorance, sin and 
demonic domination as a result of living with a body and a soul; the 
Saviour came to redeem them all, but they fall into three distinct cat- 
egories on the basis of how they respond to the offer of redemption, 
and that is how they manifest their physis, or ousia.” 

In conclusion, it may be observed that the various responses to the 
Saviour occupy a dominant position in Heracleon's commentary on 











Simonetti’ counterarguments (1994, 210-214]). At least the apposition “the choles" 
has very probably been introduced by Origen (who took it from Irenaeus, Adv. har. 
17.57)-the term is not attested elsewhere in Heracleon. (Holzhausen 1998, 287, also 
admits this) With regard to the rest of the passage, it is very dificult to extract what 

ү have been Herackon's words from those of Origen. (Wucherplennig 2002, 349 
argues that the whole passage is Origen’) 

"The last part of 213 may represent Heracleon's own words (sce the preceding 
note). CE also the last part of frg. 40 (O. 1360425-426), where the fallen angels an 
psychic humans are described in terms very similar to the ones used to describe the 
children of the devil” in the present fragment. 

7 Langerbeck 1967, 68-69; Wucherplennig 2002, 347. 

For a similar conclusion, see Aland 1977, 181, also 158, 159, though 1 think it 
goes beyond our evidence to assert that the diferent natures of the spiritual and the 
Psychic are not only manifested but even constituted at the moment of confrontation 
‘with the Saviour. CE. Tri Trac. 118, where ambiguity with regard to predetermination 
remains: "Ihe essences of the three kinds can cach be known from Из fruit. They were 
nevertheless not known at first, but only when the Saviour came to them, shedding 
Tight upon the saints and revealing what each onc was 
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John. This is certainly not an alien perspective on the gospel, in which 
the theme of the reception of the Saviour is evident from the very 
beginning (cf. John 1:9-13). Heracleon pursues this theme by applying 
the Valentinian theory of the three human kinds, which he considers 
to be exemplified by various characters in the gospel's narrative. In 
addition, he takes the opportunity to offer his own interpretation of 
that theory and other aspects of Valentinian soteriology, such as the 
issue of whether the Saviour came to redeem the spirituals as well as 
the psychics. This suggests that Heracleon is writing primarily for a 
Valentinian audience. The hermeneutical framework of his interpreta- 
tion is (his version of) the Valentinian system. At the same time he 
displays a fair amount of exegetical professionalism: he pays attention 
to the precise words and phrases occurring in the text he is comment- 
ing on, he comments on the appropriateness of the words used for the 
characters speaking them or their addressees, he supplies historical 
information relating to the text and he correlates the text of John with 
the parallel accounts in Matthew and Luke. In these respects he shows 
himself to be conversant with the craft of the philological commentary 
of his time.” 


2. HERACLEON’S VIEWS OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN 


24. Heracleon's "Canon" 


In the remainder of this essay а few general questions raised by 
Heracleon's treatment of the Fourth Gospel will be discussed, First, 
what sort of “canon of scripture" did Heracleon assume? Second, in 
what aspects of the text of the gospel did its authority reside for him? 
‘Third, did Heracleon accord a special status to John over against other 
authoritative texts? Fourth, what did Heracleon's version of the Valen- 
tinian system look like, and did his exegesis merely consist in reading 
that system into the text or was it genuinely informed by the text of 
the gospel? 

First of all, then, what was Heracleon's “canon”? Although he can 
hardly be supposed to have entertained ideas about a canon of scrip- 
ture in the same way as fourth century Christian orthodoxy. it is obvi- 
ous that Heracleon regarded certain texts as “canonical.” not only in 


7 This has been well demonstrated by Wacherpfennig (2002). 
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the sense of possessing greater authority than others but also of con- 
taining revealed religious truth.” His canon comprised, in addition 
to the Gospel of John, the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, whose texts 
are alluded to several times in his commentary.” As noted above, a 
passage from Luke (12:8) is the subject of a separate fragment (50; 
Clement, Strom. 4.71-73), which may be an extract from a commen- 
tary devoted to that gospel. There is no trace of the Gospel of Mark in 
the fragments, but this probably reflects the lesser use of that gospel 
generally during this period rather than a deliberate rejection of it 
Heracleon also seems to have used a collection of Paul's letters, includ- 
ing Hebrews." 

In addition to these texts, however, Origen states that Heracleon 
quotes from the Kerygma Petri in support of his views (frg. 21; О. 
13.17.104). Heracleon seems to have regarded this as an authentic apos- 
tolic document, an attitude he shares with Clement of Alexandria.” 
Origen does not accuse Heracleon of using other “apocryphal” texts 
(unlike Irenaeus’ claims related to the Valentinians in general: Adv. 
haer. 1204; 3.11.9). 

Finally, Heracleon occasionally refers to the Jewish scriptures, as 
when he explicitly quotes Isaiah's prophecies about the perdition of 
some of the sons of the Lord (Isa 1:24; 5:6; frg. 40; О. 13.60.426), 
Heracleon undoubtedly assumes that it is the demiurge who speaks 
through the prophet, a fact which places this kind of scripture in a 
different category from that of the apostolic writings. 














2 Keeler (2006, 27-29) rightly rejects the view that the Valentina 
"canonical sensitivity 

"Seven aris Mat hee to Luke, according othe nde n Brooke 1891, 
108 

There are at lest three certain instances of the use of Mark among Valentinians: 
Irenaeus, Adv. har. 133,5 Exe. Theod. 85.1 

© CE Brooke 1891, 108 

© The few extant fragments of this writing are found in Clement. For a recent edi- 
tion and study, sec Cambe 2003, 

Kal le referred to aa prophesying about John the Baptist in бр 3 (e 
especially 0. 621 

Th distin ЖКнин than Wacherpeanig dos, when 
he speaks about the Bible being a “Gesamtwerk” for Heraclon (2002, 377). On the 
other hand, it is evident that the demiurge could not have known the true meaning 
of the words he inspired Isiah to speak, since the true meaning of the prophecy, іс. 
the perdition of a part of the psychics, could only become clear after the advent of 
the Saviour. Heracleoa, therefore, probably assumed that the prophecies ultimately 
derived from the pre-incarnational Logos-Saviour. (According to frg. 1, the prophets 
эге an "echo" of the Logos) For Valentinian theories about the spiritual source of the 


had no 
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22. Where does the Authority of the Text reside? 


The question may also be asked whether the authority of the Gospel 
of John lies in the written text as such or in the figure of the Saviour, 
whose words and acts are reported in the text. This is an interesting 
question from the perspective of the process of canonization, because 
the authority of the words and acts of the Saviour undoubtedly pre- 
ceded that of the written gospels, whose canonicity was established 
in the second half of the second century when increasing importance 
came to be attached to the apostles as writers. So what is the object of 
Heracleon's commentary? Is it the text of the gospel as such, or is it 
rather the words and acts of the Saviour reported in it? 

‘An examination of the fragments from this angle reveals that 
Heracleon comments on the following types of elements in the text 
of the gospel: 


Words spoken by Jesus: 2:19 (frg. 15), 4:13-14 (frg. 17), 4:16 (frg. 18), 
4:17-18 (frg. 18), 421-22 (frgs. 20, 21, 22), 4:23 (frg. 23), 4:24 (frg. 
24), 4:26 (frg. 26), 4:34 (frg. 31), 4:35-38 (frgs. 32, 33, 34, 35, 36), 
4:48 (frg, 40), 4:50 (frg, 40), 8:21 (frg. 41), 8:22 (frg. 42), 8:43 (frg. 
44), 844 (frgs. 45, 46, 47), 8:50 (frg. 48). 

Acts performed by Jesus: 2:12 (frg. 11), 2:13 (frgs. 12, 13), 2:14 (frg. 
13), 2:15 (frg. 13), 4:40 (frg. 38), 4:47 (frg. 40), 4:51 (frg. 40). 

Words spoken by other characters: Jews, priests, Pharisees 1:19-21 
(frg. 5), 1:25 (frg. 6), 2:20 (frg. 16), 8:22 (frg. 42); John the Baptist. 
1:20-21 (frgs. 4, 5), 1:23 (frg. 5). 1:26 (frgs. 7. 8). 1:27 (frg. 8); evil 
powers 2:17 (frg. 14); the Samaritan woman 4:15 (frg. 17), 4:19-20 
(frg. 19), 4:25 (frg. 25); the disciples 4:31 (frg. 28), 4:33 (frg. 30); the. 
people of the city 4:42 (frg. 39); the petty king 4:47 (frg. 40), 449 
(frg. 40); the servants of the petty king 4:51 (frg. 40). 

Acts performed by other characters: Jews, priests, Pharisees 1:19 (frg. 
5); the Samaritan woman 4:15 (frg. 17), 4:19 (frg. 19), 428 (frg. 27); 
the disciples 427 (frg. 26); the people of the city 4:30 (frg, 27), 4:39 
(frg. 37): the petty king 4:50 (frg. 40), 4:53 (frg. 40). 

"The characters appearing in the narrative: John the Baptist (frgs. 5,8, 
10); priests and Levites (frgs. 5. б, 7, 13): the traders in the temple 
(frgs. 13, 14); the Samaritan woman (frgs. 17, 18, 19, 20, 25, 26, 27, 




















prophecies, see Tri Trac. 9721-25: 100,33-35; 111-114, with the relevant commen- 
tary in Thomassen and Painchaud 1989. 
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30); the disciples (frgs. 26, 28, 30, 35, 36); the petty king, his son and 
his servants (frg. 40); the Jews (frgs. 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46). 

Objects, places, institutions etc.: sandal 1:27 (= flesh, frg. 8); Capernaum 
2:12 (= matter, frgs. 11, 40); Passover 2:13 (= the passion of the 
Saviour, frg. 12); Hierosolyma" 2:13 (= the psychic region, frg. 13), 
420-21 (= the creation or the creator, frg. 20); whip 2:15 (= the 
Holy Spirit and the Cross, frg. 13); temple 2:19-21 (= an image of 
the Saviour, frg. 16); Samaria [44] (= the world, frgs. 26, 31, cf. 
28)" Jacob's well 4:12-13 (= the old life, frg. 17); animals 412 
‘material passions, frg. 17, 20); the mountain 4:20-21 (= the devil, 
matter, evil, frgs. 19, 20); the Jews 4:22 (= images of those in the 
pleroma, frg. 22); water jug 4:28 (= the ability to receive Ше and a 
thought deriving from the power of the Saviour, frg. 27); harvest. 
4:35 (of the souls of believers, frg. 32); city 4:39 (= the world, frg. 
37); two days 4:40 (the present and the future acon, frg. 38); sickness. 
4:46 (= being in ignorance and sins, frg. 40); Judea 4:47 (= the Judea 
above," frg, 40); Galilee 4:47 (= the world, frg. 40). 

Words and numbers appearing in the text: 81° отой 1:3 (frg. 1), омй 
1:23 (frg. 5), Абеу 1:27 (frg. 8); ану 1:29 (frg. 10); xataßaiveiv 
2:12 (frg. 11), 4:51 (frg. 40); ауабайугу 2:13 (frg. 13); ‘lepoodhona. 
2:13 (frg. 13); iepóv 2:14 (frg. 13); брйша 4:12 (frg. 17); Adeo 
4:14 (frg. 17); Врба 4:34 (frg. 31); èx тй; хбАсоҳ 4:39 (frg. 37); 
колло 4:39 (frg. 37); кар” атой; 4:40 (frg. 38); Вадик; 4:46 (гр. 
40); опиеїа кай тёрата 4:48 (frg. 40); ióciv 4:48 (frg. 40); йлобамеїу 
4:49 (frg. 40); yopciv 837 (frg. 43); ёк тоб хатро; 8:44 (frgs. 44, 45, 
46); "three" 2:19 (frg. 15); “six” 2:20 (frg. 16), 4:18 (frg. 18); "seven" 
4:52 (frg. 40): “forty-six” 220 (frg. 16). 

Words of the evangelist himself: 1:3 (frg. 1), 1:4 (frg. 2), 1:18 (frg. 3). 
























™ "Irponókwua, the form appearing in John, is distinguished by Heracleon from 
‘epovoudiy, of which it is an image. This higher Jerusalem can, in a Valentini 
context, only refer to the Ogdoad, the intermediate region between the cosm 
the pleroma: sce Irenaeus, Adv. hac. 1.55: Refutatio 6309; 6.329; 6343-4; Tri, Trac. 
92-97, especially 96,36: пос: (1 was probably wrong to doubt this interpretation in 
‘Thomassen 20062, 10316) See Barth 1911, 75. 

The fact that Herackcon interpreted Samaria as the cosmos is clear from the two 
fragments cited. Heraclcon's commentary is not extant for any verse in the gospel 
where the name Samaria occurs, but +4 8e 8t wiv диоукоба Bie тй; Zapapelas 
would surely have invited him to state his interpretation explicitly. (That part of the 
text was discussed in Origen’s lost book 12.) 

“Judea above” certainly means the same as “Iegova in frg. 13 (see n86): this 
is the Ogdoad from which the Saviour descended into the world. 
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From this summary it emerges that Heracleon's commentary was by 
no means restricted to the words spoken and the acts performed by 
the Saviour. Heracleon evidently regarded the text itself of the gos- 
pel as a repository of spiritual truth. This means that he must regard 
its author as a person uniquely commissioned to convey this kind of 
knowledge. 

Nevertheless, itis probably correct to say that Heracleon pays spe- 
cial attention in his commentary to the words spoken by the Saviour 
himself, and feels called upon to explain their meaning. Nearly every 
utterance spoken by Jesus in the parts of the gospel that are covered by 
the extant parts of his commentary is expounded by Heracleon. There 
is one notable exception, John 4:32: on this verse Origen explicitly 
states that Heracleon has made no comment ("frg." 29). In addition, 
Origen mentions no commentary from Heracleon on Jesus’ words in 
8:23-24,38-42,45-49, but this may be due to the fact that Origen gen- 
erally pays less attention to the views of Heracleon from this point 
onward. 

Heracleon's attitude to the words of the Saviour should be under- 
stood in the context of the importance attributed to the Saviour's logoi 
generally by the Valentinians. Ptolemaeus’ assertion that all certain 
knowledge is derived from the words of the Saviour was quoted at the 
beginning of this essay. The Valentinians regarded his teaching activity 
аз an essential part of the Saviour's mission. “Не came forward and 
spoke the word as a teacher,” the Gospel of Truth proclaims (19; the 
following pages elaborate the point). He was a teacher of immortality, 
the Interpretation of Knowledge asserts (9), and proceeds to quote а 
series of sayings of the Saviour.” The words of the Saviour have a sote- 
riological effect in themselves: “When the Saviour came, he awakened 
the soul and enflamed the spark. For the words of the Lord are power" 
(Exc. Theod. 3.1). In fact, the Samaritan woman was “immediately 
pierced through by the word” when the Saviour spoke to her (ара 
Bpaxéc б\оууубеїа ок tod Абүов (frg. 17: О. 13.10.65). Moreover, 
the Saviour converted a great many more people through his own 
words (frg. 38: O. 13.52.349); when they encountered his own words 
they no longer believed because of the testimony of others but because 
of the truth itself (frg. 39; О. 13.53.363); some, however, were unable 
to receive the logos (rgs. 43, 44, 45; O. 20.8.54; 20.20.168; 20.23.198). 


" On these texts, see Thomassen 2007, 589-590. 
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Thus, the crucial soteriological significance of the Saviour's speech 
makes the words spoken by Jesus in the gospel an object of special 
hermeneutical interest for Heracleon. 

This interest also extends to the Saviour's acts. They too have a 
profound meaning? His “going down" and his "going up” refer to 
his movements between the different levels of reality in the course of 
his salvific mission; his cleansing of the temple signifies the cleans- 
ing of the soul; the fact that he stayed with the Samaritans for two 
days indicates that he dwells with the believers both in this aeon and 
in the next. In this way, the acts of the Saviour as well are turned 
into a text which, in addition to its literal meaning, contains a deeper, 
symbolic significance. This hermeneutical approach to the acts of the 
Saviour is similar to the exegesis practised by other Valentinians. 
‘According to Irenaeus’ account, the thirty years when the Saviour 
did nothing publicly is an allusion to the thirty aeons of the pleroma: 
this is an example of how, through his acts, the Saviour imparted 
knowledge about higher things “in a symbolic way, through parables” 
(рэотпоцәб®;...бий жарайд іу) to “those who are able to under- 
stand."" Similarly, the passion of the Saviour is interpreted by some 
аз а symbolic (роотпрлобаҳ) representation of the protological events 
relating to Sophia (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.7.2). Heracleon does not apply 
this kind of pleromatological exegesis. For him, the symbolic signifi- 
cance of the acts of the Saviour always relates to the work of salvation 
of the Saviour himself in the world. Nevertheless, the hermeneutical 
principle is basically the same: the principle which is expressed by the 
formula in the Gospel of Philip 67.27: "Everything the Lord did had a 
hidden meaning." 

Closely linked to the acts and words of the Saviour are the vari- 
өше characters he interacts with in the narrative. They are generally 
regarded as types, personifying various responses to the Saviour in 
accordance with an established scheme. The Samaritan woman rep- 
resents the spiritual person, or the spiritual church; the petty king 











‘This was well observed by Barth 1911, $3, 70-71. 

* Irenaeus, Adv. haer 13.1. There are further examples in 132-3 

5 For the translation and interpretation of this sentence, sec Thomassen 2006b. 
‘This may be the place to note that Pages’ suggestion thatthe Valentinians employed 
“a threefold exegetical schema, according to which the same verse may be interpreted 
in each of three correlated frames of reference.” Le, the pleroma, the kenoma and the 
cosmos (Pagels 1973, 26), does not correspond to any exegetical theory articulated in 
the Valentinian sources themselves 
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is the demiurge, his servants are the demiurge's angels and his son 
is the psychic human being: the hostile Jews” of John 8 are persons 
who have given themselves over to matter and evil; the traders in the 
temple are evil spirits. Likewise, the words spoken by each of these 
characters, and the acts they perform, are explained as being typical 
of, and as demonstrating their respective natures. Finally, Heracleon 
loses no opportunity to comment on the various objects handled by 
the characters in the text, on the topographical contexts of the action 
or on other items mentioned in the course of the narrative, in order 
to exploit their symbolic potential. 

At the same time it should be noted that Heracleon is not exclusively, 
preoccupied with symbolism. For instance, he explains why the Jews 
sent priests and Levites to question John the Baptist (John 1:19) by 
saying that these people were particularly concerned with such mat- 
ters because of their devotion to God (frg. 5). In this case, the interest 
of Heracleon's comment seems to be simply factual. In most cases, 
however, Heracleon's factual commentary (the historikon in the tech- 
nical terminology of ancient exegesis) is used to support his allegorical 
interpretation. This is the case when he explains the Passover of the 
Jews as “the great feast" (frg. 12), and when he describes the layout of 
the temple and the categories of people who are allowed to enter its 
various parts (frg. 13). The allegorical application of factual knowledge 
is also his main motivation when he comments on the characteristics 
of prophets (frgs. 6, 19), on the processes of sowing and reaping (frgs. 
32-36), and on the topographical characteristics of Capernaum, Judea/ 
Jerusalem and Galilee (frgs. 13, 40). Heracleon evidently takes it for 
granted that the gospel provides an account of historical events that 
is factually correct in all details, while at the same time assuming that 
those events are to be read as an authored text filled with underlying, 
symbolic meanings. 

‘This conflation of narrative and text is also evident in the cases 
where Heracleon comments on the actual words used by the evange- 
list in his narrative (cf. no. 7 in the list above). For example, Heracleon 
observes that the word катёбп in John 2:12 was not used idly, for 


© This typology does not concern the Jews collectively, who are generally associated 
with the category of the psychic (see especially frge 20, 21, 22), but only the specific 
“Jews” who appear in John 8. The malicious Pharisees of fig. 6 also dearly belong to 
ibis group. 

"CE Barth 1911, 105-106; Wucherpfennig 2002, 192-198. 
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there again the beginning of a new oikonomia is revealed (frg. 11; O. 
10.11.48). Here, the evangelist “reveals” (бпйобофал) a religious truth 
by his choice of words, but at the same time, the Saviour himself is 
revealing this truth by performing an act of symbolic significance.” 
Likewise, the gospel may be considered to contain a deeper meaning 
when it states that the Samaritans were “many,” and that they were 
“from the city” (John 4:39); that meaning (which is that this is how 
the psychics are saved) is both revealed by the evangelist in the text 
through his choice of words, and revealed by the actual events of the 
story, that is, in the acts performed by the Samaritan citizens. In fact, 
all the characters in the narrative become, through their words and 
acts, revealers, in so far as they are elements of the revealing text of 
the evangelist. 

Тһе status of the text of the gospel as revelation in its own right is 
also evident in the prologue, where the evangelist is explicitly speak- 
ing in his own voice, and this is also made an object of exegesis by 
Heracleon. Thus, in addition to the words and the acts of the Saviour, 
the words of the evangelist also possesses revelatory authority for 
Heracleon. 


2.3. Is the Gospel of John Special? 


Heracleon assumes that the gospel was written by John, a “disciple” 
(frg. 3 = O. 6.3.3, though he makes no further comment on this fact 
їп the preserved fragments. John, “the disciple of the Lord,” is also 
explicitly named as the author of the gospel in the Valentinian exegesis 
of the prologue in Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 1.8.5. The expression “John, the 
disciple of the Lord" is also frequently used by Irenaeus, and it is possi- 
ble that it reflects a (predominantly) Asian tradition that identified the 
author and “the Beloved Disciple” of the Gospel with John of Ephesus, 
rather than with John, the son of Zebedee.” Be that as it may, the des- 
ignation “John, the disciple of the Lord" signals a special relationship 








ing лайлу оооба, олбу gna Snhoŭaða, ойк doris ой Kariqîn> 
ignavos. (The word ойлой here probably means а new phase in the history of 
Salvation) 

The ambiguity of the text is reflected in Blanc's translation: “il y de nouveau là 
te debut dee анын dim mre pie Ы 

See Bauckham 2006, 49-460, 469. 
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between this evangelist and Jesus," which may explain why his name 
is specifically mentioned in quotations from his Gospel. The authors 
of the other gospels are never referred to by name in the Valentinian 
sources, and are rarely even brought attention to as writers.” 

Although many scholars have stated that the Valentinians had a 
special predilection for the Gospel of John," I do not think this can be 
demonstrated to be the case. It is easy to see from the various indices 
available that Valentinians in general used Matthew and Luke at least 
as much as John. Heracleon himself weaves allusions to the texts 
of Matthew and Luke into his discussion of passages in John," and, 
as has already been mentioned, he may have written commentaries 
оп these gospels as well. It may well be а mere coincidence that his 
commentary on John is so much better documented than his other 
works. In general, there is no indication that the Valentinians pre- 
ferred the narrative of John over those of Matthew and Luke (in fact 
the opposite seems to have been the case), though the prologue was 
clearly a text that attracted special attention—together with 1 Cor 15, 
the hymns of Philippians and Colossians, and the announcement story 
of Luke 1. 


* “Clearly the epithet ‘disciple of the Lord' is meant not so much to put John in 
group a to distinguish him uniquely. It conveys is special senes to Jesus, both 
опе у during Jesus ministry and theological in his Gospel. (Bauckham 2006, 
439, with reference to Mutschier 204, 699). 

"At one point, a quotation from the Gospel of Luke is introduced by the words 
“as the pow муу (Exe Theod. 74), and the stor af the Fourth Gospel is similarly 
called “the sponte” in астас, Letter o Hora 51: Exe. hend 7: sce Barth 1911, 
29, With the latter designation, a special status for John vis-à-vis the other apostles in 
no longer maintained (C£ Bauckham 2008, 463-468) 

“осек 1932,61, 71: Sanders 1943, 47-66 and many others The ancient sup- 
port for this assumption is Irenaeus, Ads haer. 311.7 eo (c euangelio) quod es жемі 
Fm Iohannem риат ener odentincm старанна малим. Thi View 
has been ciel documented and ony a il 2004, especially pr 
205-212 and with more caution, Nagel 2000 summary 476-479) (ес eviden 
Speaks very selectively, haing in mind exclusively, И nems, the скер reported by 
Mem in Adr. haer 185) 

Sec By the indices in Völker 1932: Simonetti 1993; Evans, Webb and Wiebe 
1993; and, n to forget, Barth 1911, 28-38. 

77 im Ер. 5, 10, 13, 33, 40, 48. 

"a ct hos, же the reque of Ambrose, his sponta? and a pror: 
cits Макона, tht Origen осиро Беске of crac’ суза iato hia 
Commentary. Hrscleon can hardly have been famous for his commentary on John in 
particular, ince no other ancient writer mentions this work. 
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24. Exegesis or Eisegesis? 


Finally, questions must be asked about the relationship between the 
gospel and Heracleon’s own ideas. Did the gospel have an impact 
оп Heracleon's thinking, and on that of the Valentinians in general? 
Or did Heracleon merely read into the text of the gospel tenets of 
Valentinian theology that had been formed independently of the 
Wirkungsgeschichte of the gospel itself? Or, if there is a commonality 
of thought between the gospel and Heracleon's ideas, is this common- 
ality attributable to other factors besides the direct influence of the 
gospel? These questions are best addressed by examining some of the 
‘main themes of the gospel. 

The Logos. For Heracleon, as for the Valentinians in general, the 
Logos was not only a name for the Saviour but also the formative 
power that imposed rationality on the soul-matter complex. This 
concept of the Logos obviously has roots in Greek philosophy, and 
Heracleon, like other Valentinians, simply assumed that this was also 
the meaning of the Logos of John's prologue. This identification was 
shared by many other Christian theologians, though the Valentinians’ 
interpretation was based on the particular presuppositions implicit in 
their dualistic ontology, something which led to a need for specifying 
‘what was meant by “all things” in John 

Heracleon does not fail, however, to follow up in his commentary the 
soteriological role of the Logos which is announced by the prologue. 
‘Thus, the Baptist, who enters the scene as а “voice,” will be turned 
into Logos after having recognized the Saviour (frg. 5); the Samaritan 
woman is “pierced through" (or “nudged very hard") by the Saviour's 
Logos (frg. 17—logos appears to have a double meaning here); salva- 
tion and the Logos went forth into the world from the Jewish people 
(frg. 22; “salvation and the reception of the Logos” are also associated 
in frg. 33); the Jews of John 8 are incapable of receiving the Saviour's 
Logos (frgs. 43-46). In these instances, Heracleon is applying in his 
exegesis a theme that has been prompted by the gospel itself. He is 
not simply reading into the gospel concepts that derive from other 
sources, but is expounding the gospel by employing terminology and 
ideas that are internal to the text. 

Christology. Valentinian Christology has often been labelled “doce- 
tic.” The Gospel of John too has sometimes been said to contain 
statements that are docetic, or may be interpreted in that way. 









See, eg, Hill 2004, 287-288, with references to the literature. 
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For instance, Jesus announces that “I am not of this world” (823, cf. 
17:14,16). Although we do not have Heracleon's exegesis of that pas- 
sage, something similar is implied when he states that Capernaum, the 
‘material realm, was alien (évoixetov) to the Saviour (frg. 11). In my 
opinion, however, Valentinian Christology in general cannot reason- 
ably be characterized as docetic. In fact, a number of Valentinian texts 
assert that the Saviour was incarnated in a material body, and that his 
assumption of human flesh was a soteriological necessity.” Heracleon 
adheres to this view. According to him, the Saviour was incarnated in 
lowly flesh, symbolized by his “sandal” (frg. 8); the imperfection of 
his body is indicated by the Baptist calling him a "lamb" (frg. 10); he 
entered the material realm "Capernaum" (frg. 11); his composition is 
symbolized by the number forty-six, where six stands for matter and 
forty for his spiritual component (frg. 16):% Moreover, the Saviour 
suffered a passion (frg. 12), and saved humans by means of his Cross 
(frg. 13). Thus, the Saviour is a spiritual being who has entered 
the world carrying a material body." That body is alien to his true 
nature, but it is not for that reason a “sham.” Heracleon clearly has 


° 1 have attempted to demonstrate this in Thomassen 20064. The exceptions are 
the diferent versions of the Valentinian system found in Irenaeus, in the Refutatio 
and section C of Exe. Theod., which expressly deny that the Saviour assumed anything 
material, and also that he subjected himself to pasion. These sources instead attribute 
3 psychic body to the Saviour 

Fg. 16 constitutes э problem insofar as it actually describes a human being com- 
posed of plasma, an "inbresthing” and a seed contained in the inbreathing, in other 
Words the familiar Valentinian andhropogonical model based on Gen 2 ts possible, 
therefore, that the fragment refers to the creation of the frst human, as Зимой 
(1993, 158n20) and Holzhausen (1998, 252) argue. On the other hand, the fragment 
clearly states that the number forty-six is an risa. ob ops, so if that interpre- 
tation is correct, Origen’ report of Heracleon's words must be, at best, incomplete 
їп the context it seems more plausible to understand the temple as a symbol of the 
incarnated Saviour, whose body is destroyed through his resurrection. 

"P" think it likely that the whip, composed of small cords/the Holy Spirit and a 
wooden handle is another symbol of the Saviour's body. For the Valentinians, the 
passion and the incarnation amount to the same salvifc act, and the wood of the 
Bross signifies the matter to which the Saviour was linked trough the incarnation (See 
Thomassen 2006, especially pp. 65-68, 90-91, 59, 258-259) 

"The statement in Refutatio 6356, linking Heracleon to the “Westera” Valentinian 
view that the Saviour's body was psychic, must be misinformed. There is nothing in 
the fragments that indicates that Heracieon attributed а psychic body to the Saviour, 
as иши (193, 158020) and Holzhausen (1998, 281011) assume, Ht is also note. 
worthy that Origen never imputes such a notion to Herscleon. 

75 With regard to the exegesis of John 1:29 in frg 10, Maurice Wiles remarks that 
“inthe princie of o esolog ау cnt the oho no atum expe 
of the third century” (Wiles 1960, 113-1146). The fact that Heraccon did not hold 
3 docetist Christology is also stressed by Janssens (1959, 133136, 140265), and recog- 
nized by Nagel (2000, 337-338). 
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no problem accepting the idea of the Logos becoming flesh. Although 
no exegesis of John 1:14 by Heracleon is reported by Origen, he surely 
alludes to that verse in frg. 8 (oápxa АВ). 

Anthropology. Perhaps the most important guideline followed by 
Origen in reporting and criticizing Heracleon’s views was his con- 
viction that Heracleon advocated a theory of three fixed human 
natures, which Origen assumed to be common Valentinian doctrine.” 
According to this theory, the spirituals are predestined for salvation 
and the material people for perdition, while the psychics will be saved 
ог perish as a consequence of the way they choose to behave. An indi- 
vidual's nature is an attribute of origin and birth, and not something 
that can be acquired." As has been demonstrated, Heracleon’s exege- 
sis identifies these three categories of humans in the Gospel of John, 
represented by the Samaritan woman, the petty king's son, and the 
hostile Jews of John 8. There is no doubt, of course, that Heracleon 
is interpreting these characters applying a set of ideas that have not 
been derived directly from the gospel. Yet the three episodes in the 
gospel are clearly intended as exemplary stories about responses to 
Jesus, and Heracleon's interpretation may be seen as an effort to fur- 
ther systematize this intentional aspect of the text, which is natural for 
a theologian. 

With regard to the question of soteriological determinism, it may 
be remarked that the Fourth Gospel itself has not infrequently been 
thought to teach some kind of determinism." Thus, the Jews of chap- 
ter 8 are said by Jesus to be from below, from this world (8:23), and 
to be unable to hear his words because they are not of God but have 
the devil for a father (833-47). In contrast, Jesus’ disciples have been 
chosen, and are not of this world (15:19; 17:14,16). It should be noted, 
however, that in his discussion of the Jews of John 8 (frgs. 44-46), 
Heracleon argues against a deterministic interpretation of their dia- 
bolical parentage: if they are called the children of the devil, and thus 
are of his ousia, it is because they de facto perform his evil works and 
desires, not because of their distinctive origin. Moreover, although 





Sce especially Trumbower 1989, and the other literature cited above, n7. 
әш The clearest expression of this theory occurs in Irenaeus, Adr. haer. 16-7. 
"CE, eg, Wiles 1960, 107-111; Hill 2004, 280-282. As Trumbower (1989, 138) 

states, “John 1-13, 821.47. 10: у and 18:37 can all be read as indicat- 

ing the pre-determined character of various individuale responses to Jesus offer of 

salvation.” See also Nagel 2000, 328-329. 
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Heracleon upholds the Valentinian distinction between the spirituals 
and the psychics, and the idea that the former belong to the Father 
and the latter to the demiurge,'” he uses that distinction primarily to 
describe the different ways through which these categories of people 
are brought to the Saviour. Thus he is considering both of them in 
light of the more general perspective provided by the gospel itself the 
response of humanity to the appearance of the Logos-Saviour in the 
world. It is unlikely that Heracleon was brought to tone down the dif- 
ferences between spirituals and psychics as a result of his work with 
the Fourth Gospel." I think it is more probable that he genuinely 
disagreed, on theological grounds, with the much more strongly deter- 
ministic, and perhaps elitist, interpretation of the anthropological tri- 
partition propounded by those Ptolemaeans whose views are reported 
by Irenaeus. It is this personal version of Valentinian theology, and not 
а ready-made dogma, which he brings into his reading of the Fourth 
Gospel, with the result that his reading is probably less, rather than 
more, deterministic than the gospel itself. 

The System and the Gospel. Being a Valentinian, Heracleon must. 
have presupposed a system akin to the Valentinian systems reported 
by Irenaeus, the Refutatio, the Tripartite Tractate, the Valentinian 
Exposition and the various sections of the Excerpts from Theodotus. 
Тһе fragments offer no information about his protological ideas or his 
version of the myth of the passion of Sophia. In contrast to the exam- 
ples of Valentinian exegesis reported by Irenaeus, Heracleon seems 
to have chosen not to use the gospel text to prove these features of 
Valentinian doctrine. His interest in John's text seems more consonant 
with perspectives found in the gospel itself: the descent into the world 
of a saviour that does not belong to it, and his mission to give “life” 
to those who are able to receive him. Nonetheless, certain aspects of 
his system can be reconstructed from allusions in the fragments. Thus, 
there are two main realms: the cosmos and a higher realm from which 
the Saviour came. The latter is the acon (frgs. 1, 18), or the pleroma 
(frgs. 18, 22). The cosmos is subdivided into a material region, which 
can be described as a cosmos of its own, ruled by the devil (frg. 20, 
cf. frgs. 44-47), and a psychic region ruled by the demiurge (frg. 40, 





° This distinction emerges from the juxtaposition of fg. 23 tò айо ej nap 
and frg 406 би airot (c. тб Bamoiprou) Aspens 

ч Sander scems to have thought зо (1943, 63), but his announced discussion of 
Herackon never appeared. 
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cf. frg. 13). This cosmological framework is Valentinian and has been 
superimposed on the gospel. though the prominence of the devil in 
the gospel text may have led Heracleon to pay more attention to this 
figure than is normal in Valentinian sources. 

In addition to these two realms, however, the Valentinians con- 
ceived of an intermediate region, usually called the Ogdoad, where 
Sophia was considered to dwell until she would be restored to the 
pleroma in the final apokatastasis, and from where she and/or the 
Saviour were thought to carry out their dealings with the cosmos. I 
think this feature is also evident in Heracleon. The Jerusalem of which 
the terrestrial Hierosolyma is an image, can hardly be anything but 
the Ogdoad."® “The Judea above" in frg. 40, from which the Saviour 
descends into the world, surely refers to the same region. Another hint 
is given by frg. 35 (O. 13.49.324): "The Son of Man above the Place 
sows; the Saviour, himself also Son of Man, harvests and sends as reap- 
ers the angels represented by the disciples, each for his own soul.” The 
"Place" is a name for the demiurge. or his region, the Hebdomad.!* In 
fact, it is normally from the Ogdoad above the cosmos that the Saviour 
and/or Sophia sows the spiritual seed of Sophia into human bodies 
and souls.” Indeed, that is where they were produced, as images of 
the aeons, and the place from which they were sent down to a life of 
human incarnation before being integrated into the pleroma. While 
же do not know the details of Heracleon's ideas about the produc- 
tion of the seed, there is little reason to believe they were substan- 
tially different from those found in the known Valentinian systems." 











77 See above, 186 and nss. 
те CL Exc Theod. М, 38, 39, 592: Refutatio 6327: Tri Trac 100,29. 
statement needs, however, to be qualified. In Irenaeus, Ady. haer. 1.56 und 

Exc Tho. 32-3, the comtn the anilopogony and И и Sophia to does he 
sowing and she clearly docs И from the Ogdoad. In Exe: Theod. 2 and Valentinus fr. 
1, the context i anthropogonical as well but here the Logos is the sower and it 
not said where he sows fom. In Refutatio 6.348 the Saviour (called “the Joint Fruit 
SF the Proms") and Sophia do the sowing together, they do И from the Ogdoad, 
and the contest is not the anthropogony: rather, the sowing goes on continuously a 
new humans are Borm. The latter version is the one that comes closest to Heraclea 
interpretation of the harvest in John 435-38 (Бү. 32-30) 

"Ht is because the кесі is produced outside the pleroma, and for that reason 
inherently deficient, that they несі to be saved and reintegrate into the pleroma. 
Valentinian sources provide no other explanation for the production of the seed than 
the notion that it was brought forth э images of the Saviour and his angels 
тй the prona, What aeris May, towa, is tat Herackon Б 
the act of sowing the seed into humans to the Saviour- Logos, and not to Sophia. This 
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Thus, frg. 35, which is a commentary on John 436-37 but harmonizes 
the text with Matt 1337-3841, alludes to a substantial feature of the 
Valentinian system. The Saviour/Son of Man' has sown the seed of 
Sophia into humanity from the Ogdoad,” and has himself descended 
into the world, together with his angels-disciples." to harvest it. 

Underlying Heracleon’s exegesis, therefore, lies the entire Valentinian, 
system. He obviously takes it for granted that John the disciple was 
familiar with this system, being one of those spiritual persons whom 
the Saviour had chosen to pass on to the rest of humanity the knowl- 
edge revealed by himself. John’s Gospel must therefore contain this 
knowledge, but it is discernible only if one looks beyond the surface 
of the text: the characters appearing in it typify attitudes to the Saviour 
and to the revelation of the truth that can only be understood in the 
framework of a larger salvation historical narrative; the words spoken 
and the acts performed by these characters all allude to this meta-nar- 
rative, as do the description of the places and artefacts mentioned; 
the evangelist’s choice of words at every point alludes to more than is 
immediately obvious. It is not unreasonable to suggest that the Fourth 
Gospel itself, with its prologue and its mysterious saviour figure who is 
not of this world, invites this kind of meta-narratival reading—a fact 
which was also widely recognized in the ancient world." From this 
perspective, and bearing in mind that theology is always a product 
of the creative interaction of scripture and doctrinal presuppositions 
constructed from reason, Heracleon's approach is not incompatible 
with the spirit of the gospel. 


agrees with Valentinus, frg. 1, and Exe. Theod. 2 (cf. Thomassen 2006, 434-435), and 
may well be the most primitive version of the theme. It is true that Heracieon never 
mentions the figure of Sophia, but the analogies with other Valentinian sources make 
Vere reasonable to assume that һе presupposed some form of the Sophia myth hat 
jat he did not 

"Ihe title Son of Man has been imported from Matt 133741. It probably indi- 
cates that the pleroma, from which the Saviour derives and in whose image the spiri- 
tual seed was produced, is conceived as an archetypal Anthropos, as in Valentinus frg 
1, and generally in Valentinianism (Thomassen 2006a, 437-442: this interpretation 
Was already suggested by Janssens 1959, 287). 

ч Again, the question of universalism presents itself. Has the seed been sown into 
all humans (as, e.g., Aland 1977, 154-155 assumes), or only in a chosen few, the spiri- 
tuals? Heracleon gives us no answer to this question 

"7 For this idea, see Thomassen 2006a, 49-55, 172-178, 323-325. 

= See, eg, Wiles 1960. See also the remarks by Keefer 2006, 41-42. 
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INFLUENCE AND INTERPRETATION OF THE GOSPEL OF 
JOHN IN ANCIENT CHRISTIANITY: THE EXAMPLE OF 
EUGNOSTOS (NHC Ш,3 AND V.1) 


Anne Pasquier 
Université Laval 


"The text entitled Eugnostos appears in two codices of the Coptic Nag 
Hammadi library: Codex II (70,1-90,13) and Codex V (1,1-17,18), the 
latter version being more recent than the former, Eugnostos has been 
subject to subsequent rewritings and reorganizations, the most striking 
of which is the Sophia of Jesus Christ, а text that exists in two analogous 
copies written in Coptic, as well as in Greek fragments.’ Furthermore, 
many citations have been preserved in certain excerpts from а 
“Valentinian Letter” copied by Epiphanius in his Panarion 31.51-82 
Did the author of Eugnostos Ш know of the Fourth Gospel? Possibly, 
but there are no explicit citations, and only a few verbal reminiscences, 
"The Codex V version does, however, try to establish express ties with 
the Johannine prologue, an interesting detail in itself. Thus, this ver- 
sion belongs to an interpretative tradition that developed during the 
second and third centuries CE, especially in Alexandria.’ My objective 
is to examine the possible connections between the Gospel of John 
and the different versions of Eugnostos, and to explore especially the 
ways the Codex V version has integrated and interpreted Johannine 
passages. 

Тһе author of Eugnostos announces a transcendent God—unheard 
of by ай men including the wise—and opts for the rhetorical genre of 








* One of he versions of The Sophia of Jesus Christ follows Eugnostos immediately 
in Codex Ш (90,14-119,18, while the other one is contained in the Berlin Codex 
502 (77,3-127,12). The Greck fragments are to be found in the Oxyrynchus Papyrus 
1081 (no. 1064 of the А. van Haclst catalogue). Soph. Jes. Chr. has integrated the text 
of Eugnostos in a new frame: a revelation dialogue between the risen Christ and his 
disciples 

Ў Eugnostos has also influenced the Manichacan doctrine of the five intellectual 
members of the primordial Man. Sce now The Seventh Letter of Kleiphon (Berlin P. 
15998). 

7 For the Gospel of John having explicitly influenced both versions of Soph Je. 
Chr., sce Pasquier 2009 (part 2, chapter 5). 
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epideictic discourse, or “praise rhetoric,” in order to reveal his pres- 
ence. The use of philosophical terms, the concise nature of the style, as 
well as the hymnic and solemn tone of the treatise, confer to the text 
the qualities of a dogmatic celebration. These characteristics are com- 
parable to those found in the "Sacred Speech," a literary genre wide- 
spread in Middleplatonic writings. Eugnostos is no doubt intended for 
an audience sensitive to the philosophical or theological-philosophical 
thought and doctrines. The author uses language that is philosophical 
as well as hymnic to further the teachings of the two divine Principles 
that reign over the all, the spiritual universe. One finds great coher- 
ence in the organization and structure of the text, whose description of 
events unfolds from what is hidden to what is manifested, and whose 
‘main principle is that what is invisible can be found in what is 
ble—a principle accessible only through a revelation.’ In other words, 
the identity of this otherwise unknown God and his spiritual world 
is revealed only at the end of the revelation, and this is possible only 
because this God has manifested himself in the visible world. 

‘The text relates the appearance of an “illuminating light,” a "begin- 
ning" of the revelation and of knowledge. At first hidden in the unbegot- 
ten Father, this light, spilling forth from infinity, reveals itself through 
the figure of the Immortal Man. This Man also receives the name 
of "Self-Begetter Man” or “Self-Father Man" (Eugnostos Ш 77,14-15; 
V 6.19-21),aswellasthe"Only-begot[ten], the Only [Son] (monogenés)" 
(У 522-23), and the "perfect [Only-Jbelgotten]” (Ш 77.2). The Son is 
also named "Father" in that he stands at the origin of salvation and 
revelation. He is the first Man of the “beginning” or of the intelligible 
world (Ш 85,9-10; 86,13-14; V 13,8-9). Having at first been hidden, 
he then manifests and unveils himself after that of "Man," he assumes 
the title of “Son of Man” and then that of “Savior.” He is also identified 
with Wisdom, who in turn is called “Truth” (Aletheia), "Love" (Agapé) 
and “Faith” (Pistis). 

"This doctrine is a form of Christianity characterized by Hellenistic 
Judaism and by a spiritualized pagan religion that can be compared to 





“See Pasquier 2000, 25-32. This literary genre is well described by Hadot 1968, 
1457-461. For example, there are traces of it in Albimus, Didaskalikos 10; and 
lamblichus, De mysteriis 82. 

* Following the classical rhetorical tradition, the structure of Eugnostos Ш can be 
expressed as follows: exordium (701-7118), narratio with propositio (71 18-7412), 
probatio (242-904) and peroratio (0.5-11). 
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Hermeticism. By allegorical interpretation and the treatment of certain 
themes such as the divine throne and the celestial temple, Eugnostos is, 
in fact, very close to Hellenistic Judaism. In the Codex III version, the 
revelation is not based on the texts of the New Testament, but mostly 
on the first three chapters of Genesis to which a spiritual interpreta- 
Чоп is given. From the unknown and hidden to the manifested and 
revealed, this interpretation illustrates how the scriptures are directed 
towards the revelation of the Savior and of the church. 

There are some indications in Eugnostos that point to the origin 
and date of the text” In fact, Eugnostos is without a doubt the text 
taking up most explicitly the Philonic doctrine of the divine attributes 
(dynameis) or names? The important place that is granted to the fig- 
ture of Wisdom, as well as the type of allegorical exegesis that the text 
expounds, strongly suggest an Alexandrian background, and enable us 
in all probability to locate the text's composition in this very city. 

Moreover, there are literary parallels that allow us to date the text. 
Eugnostos contains a classification of intellectual movements, which is 
certainly borrowed from an older source, but which the author inte- 
grates into his/her own theological doctrine. The same list is men- 
tioned by Irenaeus in his Adversus haereses 2.13.2, in reaction against 
Valentinians who had used it to establish their doctrine of the spiritual 
world. This is an important clue for dating and locating Eugnostos 
since the list in question is a central theme in the text, and has influ- 
enced the author's teaching as a whole. We can deduce from this fact 
that a version of Eugnostos was known to Irenaeus, and this allows 
us to date the text prior to 180 CE. Another interesting literary paral- 
lel occurs in a section on negative theology that directly follows the 
exordium in Eugnostos, and which greatly resembles a passage found 
in the first chapter of the Apology of Aristides the Athenian.” The 











* ugnostos refers to the Old Testament texts in an atomistic manner, Throughout 
the ext onc nds many key terms from and allusions to беп 1-3 and other Jewish 
sources. This manner of rd that the implied readers were able o 
understand not only the allusions and the key terms, but also the original context 
where they occur. 

7 See Pasquier 2009 (part 2, chapter 3). 

+ See below, п. 19. 

* See Rousseau and Doutreleau 1982, 1:236-240, 366-370. According to Eugnostos, 
the unbegotten Father and his image, the celestial Man, possess mind, thought, reflec: 
tions, deliberations, and inner logos or word (nous, emnoia, enthymesis, phronéss, 
logismos) (Ш 738-11; 78-9; V 30-15 76-9). 

* See van den Brock 1988, 202-218. 
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latter is usually thought to date from 124-140 CE." Two hypotheses 
can therefore be formulated: either Eugnostos and Aristides’ Apology 
each in their respective ways incorporated a source that probably 
circulated during the first quarter of the second century, ог, simply 
put, one was directly influenced by the other. Whichever solution is 
adopted, this parallel allows us, in all probability, to place Eugnostos in 
the first half, if not the first quarter, of the second century СЕ. 

More precisely, I personally believe that Eugnostos could have been 
written in Alexandria during the period that immediately followed the 
Jewish revolt of 115-117 CE, in an environment where it was custom- 
ary, at the time, to interpret the Christian message within the framework 
of Judeo-Hellenistic Wisdom speculation." It is from this very type 
of background that traces of Gnostic systems or Gnostic Christianity 
emerged, and the intended audience of Eugnostos also seems to have 
consisted of Christians coming from such a social and cultural con- 
text. Fugnostos propounds a particular form of Christianity, inspired 
by a Philonic tradition whose very appeal might have lain in the fact 
that it did not introduce an abrupt change from the conceptual frame- 
work of Hellenistic Judaism.” 








1. A BRIEF COMPARISON WITH THE FOURTH GOSPEL 


Although Eugnostos III does not explicitly use the Fourth Gospel as 
а scriptural source, it does share several important themes with this 
Gospel such as the "Son of Man" and the “name of God,” a name 
which expresses the essence of his revelation by the Son. As in the 
Gospel of John, the Son of Man in Eugnostos also constitutes a link 
between heaven and earth since his authority is conferred upon him 
by God (John 5:27; Eugnostos V 9,7-9). Above ай, the Son of Man 
іп Eugnostos is identified with the main figure of Christianity. In con- 
trast to the figure of the Son of Man in Jewish apocalyptic, the Son of 
Man in Eugnostos has already revealed himself as the Savior. However, 


* See Pouderon et al. 2003, 32-39; Alpigiano 1988, 7-48. 

па The Jewish revolt of 115-117 CE in Alexandria almost destroyed the Jewish com- 
munity, thus permitting Christianity to surface. Although Alexandrian Christianity 
already existed, it had not distinguished itself properly from the local Jewish com- 
‘munity. See Jakab 2004, 53-64; Modrzejewski 1997, 307-312. 

' See Pasquier 20076, 571-613. 

1 Two pages (79-80) are missing from the Codex Ш version. 
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although there are several important concepts in Eugnostos Ш that 
have Johannine parallels, these concepts were probably drawn from 
sources other than the Fourth Gospel. 

The title of Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel seems to imply a celes- 
tial status, as its origins lie in the Danielic Son of Man (John 3:13; 
5:27; 6:62). This is also the case in Eugnostos, which was possibly also 
inspired by Daniel. In Dan 7:13-14, authority, glory and sovereign 
power were bestowed upon the one who was “like a son of man.” The 
eternal kingdom will then be given to the saints of the Most High (Dan 
7:18,22,27). The word “saints,” as used in Daniel, most often refers 
to angelic creatures (cf. Dan 7:10). However, it is also plausible that 
the expression “saints of the Most High” refers to angels as well as to 
members of the Israelite nation, the faithful ones who will be acclaimed 
during the judgment to come. On the other hand, the kingdom of the 
Son of Man in Eugnostos is identified with the church which replaces 
Israel: the angels “created” by him are named “church of the saints” 
and the “lights without shadow" (Eugnostos Ш 81,5-6: V 913-17). 

Furthermore, the Gospel of John and Eugnostos III did in all prob- 
ability draw from the contemporary Jewish tradition. It was a Jewish 
trend at the end of the first century CE to compare the figure of the 
Son of Man to that of the Messiah and to combine their respective 
functions. However, the complexity and opacity of the Jewish texts— 
1 Enoch 37-71; 4 Ezra 729; 13:3; and 2 Baruch 53:8-11; is in 
itself a considerable problem. The most explicit among these texts, 
1 Enoch, suggests the existence of the Man, and not only the vague 
figure presented as the likeness of man, as in the dream of Daniel or 
even in 4 Ezra; and this Man is identified with the redeeming Messiah 
(1 Enoch 38:2-3; 45:3.4). The two other texts also reveal the vision of a 
redeeming Messiah associated with the light. In 4 Ezra 7:29, this Son 
of Man is called “my Son” or “my servant the Messiah." 

Eugnostos, in fact, might have been influenced by the Ethiopian ver- 
sion of 1 Enoch where the Son of Man manifests himself in the Second 
Parable, chapter 46. In 1 Enoch, his “name” was proclaimed even before 
the creation of all things (48:3), he is described as being the "light" of 
the nations (48:4), and the “wisdom” of the Lord of spirits revealed 











7 How much the fourth evangelist drew upon earlier traditions where this fig- 
ure had already undergone reinterpretation is 3 matter of debate (Ashton 2007, 240- 
E 
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him to the saints and the just: it is by his “name” that they will be 
“saved” and that they will gain “life” (48:7). This Son of Man is seated 
upon a glorious “throne” and it is through him that the saints will 
obtain their everlasting “dwelling” (62:2,3,5; 71:16). These designations 
all appear in Eugnostos when the celestial Man reveals himself as the 
Son of Man and Savior, to give Life to the members of the church (see, 
for example, Eugnostos Ш 76,18-19; 77,3-4.9-13; 81,1-18). The use of 
the theme of glory is constant throughout the text in expressing the 
manifestation of God's power and authority, which are inextricably 
linked to his revelation. 

However, this identification between the Son of Man and the 
Messiah was already complete in the Synoptic Gospels, which indicates 
that they possibly were the inspiration behind the Gospel of John and 
Eugnostos." Аз is the case with the canonical gospels, the expression 
itself became a title,” and, in Eugnostos, the influence of Matthew par- 
ticularly is felt: the Son of Man "receives his authority from his [Father] " 
(Eugnostos V 9,7-9; cf. Soph. Jes. Chr. Ш 10422-23; BG 99,16-18).!" 

Another important motif can also be found in the Gospel of John: that 
of the divine name ( ‘your name which you gave me”; сі. 5:43; 
10:25; 17:26). This is also an essential theme in Eugnostos, wherein this. 
name bestows salvation. In Eugnostos, the celestial Man, as knowledge 
of the unbegotten Father who is designated "He-Who-Is" (Exod 3:14; 
Eugnostos Ш 71,13-14), reveals the primordial denomination: Divinity 
and Kingship (Ш 77,9-13; 77,23-78,3; V 6,14-18; 6,29-7,2). 

"This Gnostic text exhibits an old Christological model according to 
which the Son is the name of God and the dawning of a new day. This 
doctrine of the Son-Name can also be observed in the Gospel of Truth 
(39) and in the Shepherd of Hermas (Similitude 9.14.5). The theology 
of the name, present in certain books of the Bible, is applied to the 
celestial Man. The name then becomes a description of his divinity. 
Such a theology, strongly Jewish in essence, presupposes speculations 
associated with the problem of divine manifestation, reflections which 











lowever, in the Synoptic Gospels, the title “Son of Man" refers to the future, 
celestial role of Jesus. 

"iis dificult to say whether the expression has become an actual title in 1 Enoch 
as in the New Testament texts. See de Viviès 2002, 286; and Coppens 1983, 128-138. 

"tt seems that Eugnostos has linked Matt 28:18 (‘all authority has been given to 
me^) with Matt 1127 Сай has been given to me by my Father”). CE also Matt 2629. 
‘The expression “The kingdom of the Son of Man” (Eugnostos Ш 81, 13-14) also seems 
to derive from Mat. The same expression also occurs in Gospel of Mary 93-10. 








EUGNOSTOS 217 


relate to the two principal names given to God in the Hebrew Bible, 
Elohim and YHWH, which are translated Бу kyrios and theos in the 
Septuagint. 

However, Eugnostos is, above all, intricately linked to the teachings 
of Philo of Alexandria who applies a double name (associated with a 
double power) to God's Logos!" “the Father of the universe, who in 
the sacred scriptures is called by his proper name, Г am that 1 am; and 
the beings on each side are those most ancient powers...one of which 
is called his creative power, and the other his royal power. And the 
creative power is God...and the royal power is the Lord" (Abr. 121; 
Yonge, transl). In fact, Philo maintains that the two powers аге uni- 
fied because God is the Logos (Cher. 27-28). Philo's probable influence 
on the author of Eugnostos therefore implies that the latter also iden- 
tifies the celestial Man with the Logos. However, Eugnostos Ш never 
describes him explicitly as such, in contrast to Eugnostos V (17,11). 

Тһе motif of the divine name, as applied to a celestial being, is pres- 
ent in Judaism and is undeniably the source that inspired the Fourth 
Gospel and Eugnostos. Although it is difficult to establish or even per- 
ceive a direct influence from one to the other, parallels can be drawn 
between the Apocalypse of Abraham, which is usually dated to the end 
of the first century CE, and the Gospel of John and Eugnostos2 In 
the tenth chapter of this apocalypse, Abraham heard a divine voice 
speaking: "Go, Yaoel of the same name, through the mediation of 
my ineffable name.” Yaoel is an angel sent by God to Abraham “in 
the likeness of a man” (cf. Dan 7:13), and on whom he has bestowed 
the authority of his name. Yaoel also says of himself: “I am Yaoel...a 
power through the medium of his ineffable name in me" (Apoc. Ab. 
10458; Rubinkiewicz, transl). The name itself, “Yaoel,” is the result 
of the fusion of the two divine names, YHWH and EL?! The name had 
also been given to the people of God: in 4 Ezra 4:25, the divine name 
is bestowed upon Israel. 

То understand the teachings conveyed by Eugnostos, we must 
undeniably refer to the writings of Philo, an author who identifies the 
“beginning” of Gen 1:1 with the firstborn Logos, named “Principle,” 





royal one (аяй). 
$ See Caquot and Philonenko 1987, cxexvit 
? See Segal 1977, 68. 
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"Name of God,” “Man in the image of God.” “Seer” and “Israel” (Conf. 
146-147). One aspect in particular deserves further investigation, since 
it later on influenced the exegesis of the Johannine prologue, put forth 
by the Valentinians, Clement of Alexandria and Origen. According 
to Philo, the divine name conceals itself in the divine reason or intel- 
lect since only the divine reason itself, where the Ideas or the Platonic 
Forms reside, can house God's powers (Opif. 20). In Eugnostos, the 
archetypal Man, bearer of God's name, is endowed with an intellect 
that displays an inner logos which contains in itself the spiritual world's 
plenitude. As a mirror and image of the unbegotten Father, he has an 
intellect “which is specific to him.” From this intellect, comparable to 
а monad, emerges, like a dyad, a thought (ennoia) "according to his 
likeness” (III 78,6-9; V 7,6-9); from this, following the model of deri- 
vation of numbers, originate myriad intellectual powers that take the 
form of reflections and deliberations, As the Father, Man is first ofall 
presented as the intelligible archetypical cosmos. 

According to Claude Panaccio's study, the oldest straightforward 
references to the expression logos endiathetos (inner logos), as distin- 
guished from the logos proforikos (spoken logos), date back to the first 
century CE. Other than a single mention made by a barely known 
author, Heraclitus, the references are mainly concentrated in Philo's 
works. Although Philo does not make any allusions to a typology 
such as found in Eugnostos, our understanding of the Gnostic point 
of view owes much to him because this psychology is related to meta- 
physics of a theological nature. Philo connects the logos endiathetos 
to the cosmological logos, which is the intelligible paradigm of the 
universe, while the outer logos represents the inherent order of the 
sensible creation. 


2. INFLUENCE OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN ON EUGNOSTOS III? 


When it comes to the title Son of Man, the concept of the Logos or 
the theme of the divine name, the Gospel of John does not seem to 
have inspired Eugnostos Ш. The gospel never specifies the name that 
could simply designate God as he reveals himself” Despite this, the 


= Panaccio 1999, 69. 
> However, in John 522-27, the Son has received a double power: to give life and 
to judge this is not unlike Phil's doctrine of the divine name 
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likelihood of some Johannine influence on Eugnostos III, nevertheless, 
is conceivable, even if it is difficult to pinpoint exactly. Thus, it is pos- 
sible that even the author of this version of Eugnostos may have known 
the Johannine gospel. For instance, Man the Son of Man is described 
as being the “Light which illuminates” a designation which in itself 
is reminiscent of the creation of light in Gen 1:3, as well as in Gen 
1:14-15, where it is written that the great light was created to illumi- 
nate the earth. However, the fact that he is presented as a spiritual star 
is also suggestive of John 1:5 ("the light shines in the darkness") and 
especially John 1:9 (“the light... which illuminates all men”). Thanks 
to his arrival as Savior, "Life" has been generated in each member of 
the church (Eugnostos Ш 87,7-8; John 1:4). Other expressions, like “the 
Only-]belgotten]" (monogenés) (Eugnostos Ш 77.2 = V 522-23: “The 
Only-begotíten], the Only [Son]"), could also have been taken from 
the Fourth Gospel. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, the Codex III ver- 
sion of Eugnostos is not based upon the writings of the New Testament, 
but particularly upon the first three chapters of Genesis of which а 
spiritual interpretation is given. Eugnostos II can therefore be consid- 
ered to belong to an important tradition, that of hexaemeral literature, 
which takes its founding principles from Gen 1-3 with its genealogies, 
and which generated Christian commentaries on it with spiritual aims 
аз early as the second century CE. The author of Eugnostos Ш borrows 
elements from Greek allegory as well as Jewish traditions to construct 
his/her own exegesis. 

"The text's simple structure and the absence of explicit Christian 
citations emphasize the ancient character of Eugnostos ШІ. There is 
indeed only one set of writings, those which will later become the Old 
Testament, that is authoritative for Christians during the first half of 
the second century CE. Moreover, it is, in fact, among other reasons, 
this same ancient character of Eugnostos that may have prompted the 
rewriting of the text, visible in the Codex V version. Eugnostos III 
would thus be representative of an older environment than that in 
which the Codex V version was developed. of a milieu where it was 
still possible to rely almost solely on the Jewish scriptures to establish 
and nurture a given doctrine 











* 1 think this explains why such writings are later, in the Nag Hammadi library, 
placed side by side with texts that are explicitly Christian- 
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This means that even though Eugnostos Ш may have been influ- 
enced by the Gospel of John, the author does not necessarily consider 
it to be a proof-text in the rhetorical sense, or even a sacred writing. At 
the very most, perhaps itis possible to detect one of the first attempts 
at exploiting or using the Fourth Gospel іп Eugnostos Ш, but at this 
point we can only put forth hypotheses concerning this complex and 
delicate issue. It rather seems as if the Gospel of John and Eugnostos 
III delved into shared traditions that were drawn, for the most part, 
from Judaism. As it has already been surmised, even if a considerable 
number of key notions are common to both Eugnostos Ш and the 
Fourth Gospel, it is uncertain whether one necessarily borrowed these 
from the other.” 

‘Whatever its source of inspiration, Eugnostos suggests a theological 
vision and а Christology that differ from those found in the Fourth 
Gospel. The presentation and organization of a text are an expression 
of its values, its vision of the world and its theological horizon. John 
includes the figure of the Messiah in a gospel genre, in а "life" account 
directed towards the Passion, even if this Passion is seen as an exalta- 
tion and a glorification. In spite of the fact that his objective was not to 
record the story itself, but to interpret it, the historical figure of Jesus 
remains the evangelist’s central focus and starting point. The Gospel 
aspires towards forging of a link between the historical Jesus and the 
title “Son of Man,” which he is given and which indicates his celestial 
origin. The reasons for the descent and ascent of the Son of Man are 
therefore understandable. Wayne Meeks has emphasized how every- 
thing in this particular gospel occurs on earth, even if the figure of the 
Son of Man demonstrates that Jesus does in fact belong to another 
world.” This Jesus reveals that the Word of God became flesh, which 
also leads to a new vision of God. 

In Eugnostos, the names and characteristics applied to the Savior 
are essentially those of a glorious being. The titles “Man” and “Son of 
Мап" are paramount and refer undoubtedly to a being from above. 
Most importantly, as is the case with numerous Gnostic texts, the fig- 
ure of the Son of Man, under the influence of Platonism, is reinter- 
preted following that of the archetypical Man whereas this is not the 














7 For example, the terms “Truth” and “Beginning” as designations for the Son. 
= Sce Ashton 2007, 240-276. 
7 Meeks 1972, 50. 
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case in the Gospel of John. Moreover, following the Philonic tradition 
(c£. Opif. 134-135), Eugnostos differentiates the man of Gen 126-27 
from the one in Gen 2:7 (made from "dust" and “fathered” on earth) 
(Eugnostos Ш 703-6). We know that the interpretation of the dual 
account of creation in Genesis allowed—still under the influence of 
Platonism—several interpreters, among them Philo of Alexandria, 
to mark a distinction between an incorruptible spiritual and celestial 
тап, created іп God's image, and a worldly man who is corruptible. 
This celestial Man becomes the Savior in Eugnostas, and he indeed 
appears as such. Eugnostos does not place any emphasis on the histori- 
cal figure of Jesus, or on his death, but rather emphasizes the inner 
enlightenment of the church. This very church constitutes the Savior's 
body: his celestial figure does indeed encompass within himself God's 
people, which lends him characteristics similar to the Jewish figure of 
the Son of Man, himself a half-individual, half-collective figure. 

‘This same doctrine is presented in the Codex V version which, 
however, is more explicit in its incorporation of certain aspects of the 
Gospel of John, especially in reference to the prologue. This version 
of Eugnostos thus prefigures the Valentinian exegesis known to us 
through indirect sources. Valentinus’ students gave preference to the 
gospel's prologue because of the Hellenic attributes apparent in the 
language." 








3. AN INTERPRETATIVE TRADITION OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN: 
THE Сорех V VERSION 


The omissions and explicative scholia introduced in Eugnostos V some- 
times break with Eugnostos Ш more linear form. More didactic, this 
new version transforms the succinct and hymnic form of its source, 
probably because it was not intended for the same audience, but maybe 
also because the text itself, during its circulation, lost its primary pur- 
pose.” Furthermore, the author of Eugnostos V explicitly uses excerpts 
from texts that later became known as the New Testament to support 


> In the rest of the gospel, there has occurred a Hellenization of language but not 
of the message 

= pugnosios Ш seems to be linked to a ritual setting, more precisely to a baptismal 
onc; see Pasquier 2009 (part 2, chapter 3). 
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his teachings." These excerpts are introduced as citations rather than 
simple allusions. One interesting factor is the authors desire to estab- 
lish an unequivocal connection with the Johannine prologue (John 
1:19; Eugnostos V 5,19-29). 

Тһе first Man or celestial Man, as described іп Eugnostos V, has 
within himself the Wisdom named "Truth." Although both versions of 
Eugnostos allocate a similar task to the Wisdom that concerns the spiri- 
tual knowledge that will be received by those who are saved, Eugnostos 
III describes the archetypical Man's wisdom as one undeniable truth. 
‘This concept is particularly indebted to Platonism and Judaism in 
that it means the eternal reality as revealed to men. According to the 
Wisdom of Solomon, this truth is understood solely by those who have 
faith in God: it is identical to the design elaborated by God for the wise 
(Wis 4:17). In the Codex V version of Eugnostos, "Truth" becomes а 
denomination or a designated entity. 

‘The name “Truth,” given to the female counterpart of the Principle 
(archê) or of the monogenés Son, is, according to Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 
1.1.1), а Valentinian concept: “This Mind they also call Only-begotten, 
Father and Beginning of all things. Truth was emitted at the same time 
he (Mind) was" (Unger and Dillon, transl." The Valentinians them- 
selves probably borrowed the name from the Gospel of John in which 
“Truth” is almost considered as one of Christ's names (John 14:6). In 
addition, if the Son's spouse is called “Truth,” it is because the Son is 
“full of grace and truth” (John 1:14). 

After the description of the Son's self- manifestation in the Unbegotten. 
Father or “Pre-Principle,” he is told to manifest himself ad extra, which 
reveals him as the Principle of salvation and knowledge: "Now... 
сізіте forth another Principle, with [the] Only-[be]gotten, Wholly 
‘Unique begotten [Son]... Father who [springs up from himself—whlo] 
is [the] Principle (or Beginning: arch) [in] which the Logos dwellls]" 
(cf. John 1:1). This Principle radiates inexpressible, illuminating Light 
(сі. John 1:9) (Eugnostos V 519-29). 








™ For example, at the end of the exordium, and at the conclusion of the texte, 

strategie passages quotations from the New Testament are introduced: Exes 
2.12-13; 171517: For fto] everyone who has, more will be added” O 

2529) 
See Dodd 1953, 177. 

^ Transl Unger and Dillon 1992, 23. See ako, eg, Adv. haer. LI213 111: 
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Line 22 of the Codex V version has the Greek term monogenés, that is, 
the "unique son,” and the immediately preceding Coptic [x]tto oyaaų 
has the same meaning. The purpose of this redundancy is undoubt- 
edly to highlight, for the readers, the connection that links it to the 
Johannine gospel, a text that Eugnostos V considers essential to the 
argumentation (John 1:14,18; 3:16). 

There are some similarities between this interpretation and the one 
attributed to the Valentinians by Clement of Alexandria (Excerpts from 
Theodotus 6.1-4) and Irenaeus. In his Adversus haereses 1.8.5, Irenaeus 
presents the Valentinian exegesis as follows: 


Since, then, he speaks of the first origin (of things), he (John) does well 
ty start his doctrine with the Beginning, that i with the Son and the 
Word. He writes as follows: In the Beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the Beginning 
with God. First, he distinguishes these three: God, Beginning, and Word. 
‘Then he unites them in order to show the emission of each one singly, 
namely of Son and Word, and the union of Son to Word, and of both 
to the Father. For the Beginning is in Father and from Father; but Word 
is in Beginning and from Beginning.” 


This exegesis then gives rise to the aeonic couples, found, for example, 
in Irenaeus’ Adv. haer. 1.1.1: the Son is Intellect and Truth, Logos and 
Life, and the spiritual Man and the church. 

Such a distinction between two aspects of the Son, who is simultane- 
ously intellect and logos, i. the inner logos and the uttered logos, is 
found in the Gospel of Truth. In the exordium (Gos. Truth 16,31-17.4), 
the Son is presented as a thought that eternally inhabits the mind of 
the Father, that is, as logos endiathetos (latent reason), before being 
uttered with a view to salvation. Many of the notions expressed in the 
exordium are used again near the end of the text (37,7-15): “While 
they were still depths of his Thought, the uttered Word revealed them. 
Now a Mind that speaks, which is a silent Word and Grace, is called 
"Thought; since they were in it before being revealed. It came about 
then that it was uttered, when the will of him who willed desired it. 

Тһе philosophical doctrine of the double logos, іе. the inner logos 
differentiating itself from the uttered logos, was used for the interpreta- 
tion of the Johannine prologue. Apart from the Valentinians, it is easy 





ins. Unger and Dillon 1992, 44. 
^ Transl Pasquier. 
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to notice ties with the interpretations by Clement of Alexandria and 
Origen. What Clement himself briefly describes in his Exc. Theod. 
Origen details in his Commentary on St. John, exposing in this work 
the major part of his theory on “epinoiai,” that is the miscellaneous 
denominations given to Christ in the Bible." Following in the footsteps 
of the Valentinians, Origen does indeed distinguish, in the Johannine 
prologue, many of the important names by which Christ reveals him- 
self to humankind for the sake of salvation, such as intellect, truth, 
logos and life. The one logos, according to Origen, constitutes a com- 
plex unity, a plurality that we are able to distinguish by our mind, with 
many of these roles existing for the sake of our sanctification. This 
Logos is a unitary mediator who in himself constitutes a multitude of 
goods. 

"This subtle and elaborate theory has been the subject of many stud- 
ies to which we can refer.” Epinoiai are "notions of reality." C. Blanc, 
in her edition of Origen's Commentary on St. John, notes that the defi- 
nition most often given to the word epinoiai is “aspect ou attribut de 
Tobjet pensé," We can therefore surmise that epinoiai are at once 
subjective and objective. They are thoughts concerning the Son, but 
these have a corresponding objective reality. They demonstrate a hier- 
archy of aspects of Christ. These designations do not, however, affect 
Christ's unitary nature because he is the beginning as well as the end, 
although he is not the same, depending on the different attributes used 
(epinoiai). 

Аз stated previously, the laconic expression and style found in the 
Codex Ш version of Eugnostos, which are due to its literary genre as 
well as the fact that this version builds its argumentation by resort- 
ing mainly to the writings of the Jewish scriptures, both explain the 
rewriting that materialized as Eugnostos V. This rewriting is also an 
attempt at making the original text more accessible and better adapted 
to a new context, and these transformations also indicate a change 
in the intended audience. The author of Eugnostos V writes for an 
audience that is familiar with the Alexandrian tradition of epinoiai, 








© Esc Theod. 7: 8.1-4 123; 13. 

7 Origen's two most important texts on epinoia are Comm. Jo. 1-2; and Princ. 12. 

7 Crouzel 1980, 131-150; Letellier 1991, 587-611; Simonetti 1993, 123-127; 
Wolinski 1995, 463-492. For the doctrine of epinoia in Gnostic texts, see Pasquier 
2003, 355-365. 

~ Blanc 1996, 82. 
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which consists of establishing distinctions between the Son's denomi- 
nations, especially as described in the Johannine prologue.” Moreover, 
Eugnostos V is more concerned with clarifying the Son's unique role 
in the revelation of knowledge. 

Тһе Codex Ш version seems to have been composed for an audi- 
ence more attuned to Judaism since as much emphasis is placed on 
the notion of community as on the Savior himself. The Savior, in fact, 
is described as being constituted by the congregation of those who are 
saved in him, which makes him a corporative entity." On the other 
hand, Codex V seeks to singularize him, and it stresses his superior- 
ity in accordance with the Valentinian interpretation that is reported 
by Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 1.1-2); it then became necessary to add other 
titles to those of "Man" and "Son of Man,” titles that highlight a Semitic 
vision which is collective in nature. 

Тһе Codex V version, nevertheless, conserves the text of its source 
with the genealogies borrowed from Genesis, whereasin the Valentinian 
versions known to Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria, the descrip- 
tion of the “first genesis” of spiritual nature, as Irenaeus presents it, 
is only depicted and explained through the Johannine prologue. In 
other words, a text of Christian origin—the Fourth Gospel—is the cor- 
nerstone for the description of the spiritual world and the rendering 
of salvation. On the other hand, the exegesis of Genesis, instead, is 
considered to be a teaching relative to the physical creation, even if 
this knowledge attests to the existence of the invisible spiritual seed in 
the molded Adam described in Gen 2:7 (Adv. haer. 1.5.56: 1.7.2; Exc. 
Theod. 47.1-50.3). The version detailed іп Eugnostos V should prob- 
ably be placed in between: it does indeed reflect the Valentinian point 
of view, one which is later than the one established in the Codex III 
version, but it does seem to predate the versions known to Clement 
and Origen. 
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4. HYPOTHESES CONCERNING THE LINKS BETWEEN THE 
Схоѕтіс MYTH AND THE GOSPEL OF JOHN 


Eugnostos presents a “masculine” Savior united with a "feminine" 
church. What does it mean? The true image of God is revealed as dou- 
ble, masculine and feminine (Gen 1:26). Unity, separation and reunifi- 
cation of the couple is the way in which the myth of the androgyne will 
unfold. With this myth, the history of salvation is related. It takes place 
in three “aeons” or stages. From hidden to manifest, the Son is revealed 
under several aspects: First appearing as Man, he then assumes the title 
of Son of Man, and finally that of the Savior. 

"The first aeon, called "Unity and Rest,” belongs to the immortal 
Man, who is the first androgynous Man of the Beginning, or of the 
intelligible world (Eugnostos Ш 85,9-10; 8613-14; V 13,8-9). The first 
androgynous moment is one of a union of two realities that are hid- 
Чеп but whose names will be unveiled in the course of the manifesta- 
tion. The first one to come forth from the world of plenitude of the 
Anthropos is the Son of Man named “Adam.” However, the disclosure 
of the first name in this process of revelation not only manifests a dif- 
ference between the masculine and the feminine, but it also leads to 
ап unavoidable, gradual downgrading in the course of the unfolding 
of the divine reality. 

In fact, a second aeon that belongs to the Son of Man then appears. 
It is the "middle" acon or the second day, marking a departure from 
plenitude (Eugnostos Ш. 85,11-13; 86,10-13; V 139-11). The unity 
is broken due to “the deficiency of the feminine part" (III 858-9; V 
13,7). “Deficiency,” however, brings salvation in its wake. This second, 
female element in the androgynous Anthrépos must first be saved so 
that it can become manifest (as the church, i-e., a community of the 
saved). Therefore, the Son of Man appears as the Savior in order to 
bring about salvation. He then reveals the church, who has as one of 
its names "Life" (Zoe or Eve). This further shows the church's relation- 
ship with the Son of Man, who is Adam. But the duality of the name 
of the church—divided into the two parts (meros) of "church" and 
"Life"—also shows its lack of completion (Ш 872-5; V 14,20-25). 

To the extent the church has appeared, thanks to the coming of her 
salvation, she is named “Life,” and this discloses her union with Adam, 
i.e. the Son of Man. However, since some of the church's members are 
not yet gathered together, the church can also be called the mother of 
those she gives birth to spiritually: she is so named “in order that she 
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manifest that by a woman Life came about" (Ш 87,5-7: V 1425-27), 
“The definition of the church named "Life" is a reference back to Gen 
3:20, where Eve is designated as the mother of the living; to her corre- 
sponds Adam, the Son of Man, the Anthrõpos representing the whole 
or the perfect Man. As an intermediary between his pleromatic aspect 
(that of Principle-Intellect) and the church that is the worldly realiza- 
tion of his thought (ennoia), the Son of Man is engaged in a down- 
grading process because, as long as salvation remains unfinished, he 
is not complete either. Thus itis in gathering together the church that 
he will manifest the androgynous Man of the Beginning, the pleroma. 
Such a doctrine may have influenced the Valentinian exegesis of John's 
prologue. In fact, the Valentinian concept of syzygies may arise from 
this kind of exegesis of masculine and feminine genealogies. 

It is not possible to exclude the existence of some form of Johannine 
influence on Eugnostos Ш. However, if, as it seems, the two texts draw 
their inspiration from different Jewish traditions, how can the gradual 
rapprochement of Eugnostos to the Fourth Gospel be understood? 
Rudolf Bultmann, in his studies on the Gospel of John, was correct in 
his assumption that there exist similarities between the Fourth Gospel 
and Gnostic texts, and that the latter exploit an essentially mythologi- 
cal language." However, his hypothesis, in which the fourth evangelist 
had based his writings on a pre-Christian Gnostic text, stripping it 
of its mythological references, does not hold today. By studying the 
manuscripts that have reached us, there does not seem to exist any 
pre-Christian documents that would portray the figure of a Savior who 
descends to earth and ascends back to the heavens. Furthermore, in 
ту opinion, the first “Gnostics” seem to have appeared only at the 
beginning of the second century CE. 

If we come back to Eugnostos in particular, we rather seem to find 
ourselves in a Christian and Judeo-Hellenic milieu or background. 
‘The Christians, submerged in this Judeo-Hellenic environment, passed 
down Philo's works and the particular exegesis they contained, a fact 
that allows us to better understand how Eugnostos’ doctrine could 
have been developed. At the base of it all could lie Philo's conceptual 
structure as it constitutes an interpretation of the double narrative of 
man's creation found in Genesis. As asserted by this interpretation, 








© Bultmann 1925, 100-146; Bultmann 1971. 
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there exists an incorruptible man, God's very image (Gen 1:26-27), 
and this one is distinct from the man shaped out of earth (Gen 2:7). 
‘This in itself implies the existence of "creators" that are different, or 
the existence of an inferior Power that helped shape the man of Gen 
2:7. It is from within this molded man that the Spirit springs forth, 
thereby allowing the incorruptible man, God's image, to be born. 

Likewise, by analyzing Gen 1:27, Philo describes the Logos, God's 
firstborn, using the expressions “Principle,” “Name of God” and 
“Man in the image of God” (Conf. 146-147). The author of Eugnostos 
identified this celestial Man with the Savior. This connection, on the 
other hand, had been made very early: it is already found in Paul's 
1 Corinthians (15:47-49 on the celestial and the earthly man), 

‘The role played by the other Jewish traditions is also important. 
Because of his status as a celestial being and due to his standing as 
half-individual, half-collective, in some sources, the Son of Man was 
integrated as a figure of importance." His title is particularly signifi- 
cant in Gnosticism as it is often associated with the celestial Man as 
well as with Wisdom, representing the Spirit." All of these figures that 
сап be closely tied to the notions of the chosen people or the commu- 
nity seem to have influenced Gnostic theology in one way or another. 
Since the Jewish Son of Man is the celestial symbol of a chosen com- 
‘munity, and the latter remains on earth, the constant descending and 
ascending movements are easily understood. In any case, the relation 
between the Son of Man and the Messiah had already been established 
in the Synoptic Gospels. 

It is thus possible, with such a framework in mind, to understand 
how the Christian message could have been thus interpreted, and 
how the Jewish figure of the Son of Man could have been picked up 
and assimilated. From the hidden to the manifest, Eugnostos indeed 
presents an overview in which the archetypical Man is identified with 
the Savior who represents the pleroma. Eugnostos does incorporate 
the notion of а community preexisting in the divine Thought or 
їп the divine Name. The fact that this community has to manifest 
itself and needs to be saved, justifies the dynamism associated with 








© See, for example, 1 Enoch 71:14. 
22 For a catalog of the majority of these references, one can readily consult the work 
by Borsch (1970). 
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the descent and the further glorification of the Savior. The Son of Man 
reveals himself from the primordial Man, so that he can generate an 
inner illumination within the molded man. Thus, little by little, he 
restores the pleromatic harmony of all the members of the church 
in this world. To this is then added the Jewish myth of Wisdom who 
descends to earth and represents the community where, being united 
with man, she takes on a human form, so to speak. 

If the Gospel of John and Eugnostos each underwent parallel evolu- 
tions based on diverse Jewish and, eventually, Christian traditions, it 
follows that the Gnostic myth was ultimately constituted independently 
from and before being influenced by the Johannine gospel." However, 
is it not possible to think that the fourth evangelist could have known 
and have been influenced by such an emerging myth, modifying it 
thereafter? Such a myth need not have been a pre-Christian Gnostic 
опе, as Rudolf Bultmann thought, but instead a Christian one, pethaps 
containing the kinds of mythological elements that we encounter in 
Eugnostos. The Gospel of John could, in turn, have had an impact on 
certain Gnostic currents and played a role in the elaboration of their 
respective ideologies, teachings and works. There can, however, only 
exist hypotheses, with all certitudes having been drowned in the mass 
of unanswered questions relating to Gnosticism. 
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"THE ORTHODOX GOSPEL”: THE RECEPTION OF JOHN 
IN THE GREAT CHURCH PRIOR TO IRENAEUS 


Charles E. Hill 
Reformed Theological Seminary 


1. INTRODUCTION: THE Мүтн OF ORTHODOX JOHANNOPHOBIA 


In some areas of Johannine studies it has not been unusual to see th 
word “Johannine” in company with words like “Gnostic,” “Valentinian, 
or “heterodox.” The relationship of the Fourth Gospel itself, or some 
of its presumed sources, to emergent Gnosticism is a theme which has 
inspired a number of different approaches. But where there has been 
more of a consensus is in the idea of Gnostic or heterodox reception 
of John in the second century. One scholar says, “the gnostics adopted 
it as their special gospel.” Another speaks of the “omnipresence” of 
John among the Valentinians; and another says it is well known that 
in the second century John “was much the preserve of heretics.” 
Being the Gnostics “special gospel” would naturally mean that John. 
would encounter difficulties among the orthodox.“ Scholars have often 
commented on “The nearly complete silence of the record during the 
crucial decades of the early second century," with regard to John and 
the orthodox. The reason for this silence is thought to go beyond the 
obvious differences with the synoptic accounts. As Raymond Brown 
wrote, "The Great Church...was at first wary of the Fourth Gospel 
because it had given rise to error and was being used to support 
error.”* T.E. Pollard says, "second-century writers hesitated to use 








T Charlesworth 1995, 382. 

* Foffctt 1990, 320, "Une diffrence fondamentale entre les écrits de la Grande Église 
атк дэ Valentini Dun tune dene d ciations johannes is, А 
сей même lorsque la pensée ct très proche, par exemple chez Ignace d Antioche de 
Fautre cot, unc omnipresence des iae ди баат évangile. 

Tevet 1992, 197. 

* On the use of terms like “orthodox” and “catholic” in preference to forms prefixed 
by "proto. see Hill 2004, 3-10. 

» Culpepper 1994, 131 

© Brown 1979, 146-147. 
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St John's Gospel because gnostic use of it made them either suspi- 
cious of its orthodoxy or afraid that to use it might give the impression 
that they were allying themselves with Gnosticism.” Not only this, 
but the Fourth Gospel is believed to have engendered open hostility 
among some orthodox writers, the chief (and virtually the only) exam- 
ples of which are Gaius of Rome, writing in the early third century, 
and a nebulous group dubbed “the Alogi” by Epiphanius of Salamis. 
According to James Н. Charlesworth, “Many pre-Nicene critics did 
not consider it reliable and authentic: it was tainted by the interpreta- 
tions found іп Heracleon’s "Үлоруёрата [sic]. Other Valentinians and 
numerous gnostics almost caused the боза to be cast into the rubbish 
heaps of condemned literature."* 

In this view, we owe John's rescue from the rubbish heaps largely to 
the efforts of one man, Irenaeus of Lyons, who is said to have rehabili- 
tated it and set it alongside three other gospels as “apostolic” witnesses 
to the truth” 

The foundation for this paradigmatic approach to the early reception 
of John is the 1934 landmark study of Walter Bauer, Rechtgláubigkeit 
und Ketzerei im ältesten Christentum," the thesis of which was that 
what the church would later call heresy was the primitive and domi- 
nant form of Christianity in many places and for a long time, until 
the Roman ecclesiastical hierarchy could carry through its program of 
imperial expansion. Until its translation into English in 1971, Bauer's 
book did not receive nearly the attention among English-speaking. 
scholars that it was to receive after that watershed publishing event. But 
one aspect of his study managed to slip through the language barrier 
early on, namely, his views on the reception of John's Gospel. A copy of 
Rechtgláubigkeit und Ketzerei made its way into the hands of a young 
Cambridge student named Joseph N. Sanders, whose prize-winning 
student essay of 1939 was published in 1943 as The Fourth Gospel in 
the Early Church. This modest monograph of 87 pages came to have a 
huge influence in English-language, Johannine scholarship. Embraced 
by CK. Barrett, Raymond Brown and a host of other scholars, and 
enhanced by a 1966 Harvard Th.D. thesis by Melvyn Hillmer, what 
1 have affectionately called the Orthodox Johnannophobia Paradigm, 
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came to dominate the landscape, with regard to the understanding of 
the early reception of John, though not quite completely. 

Recently, the grave weaknesses of this paradigm have been exposed 
in various ways by a number of studies." It is quite true that at some 
point in the second century, Gnostic and Valentinian Christians were 
indeed using John, the later in particular. Several studies of John's leg- 
acy among Valentinians and Gnostics are contained in the present vol- 
ume. But the Valentinians took over virtually all of the books currently 
used by their contemporaries in the "great church" in Rome," and the 
relationship between Gnostics and this gospel was not always as con- 
genial as supposed." Meanwhile, the presence of the Fourth Gospel 
as an important fixture in “orthodox” church life before Irenaeus has, 
until recently, gone under-appreciated. It will be the purpose of this 
essay to highlight the use of the Fourth Gospel among Irenaeus’ pre- 
decessors in the mainstream of orthodox Christianity, summarizing, 
reworking, and updating portions of my 2004 book, The Johannine 
Corpus in the Early Church. Before doing so, however, some important 
issues of method must gain our attention. 


2. IDENTIFYING THE USE OF А JOHANNINE TEXT 


Some of the disagreement about the use of John in authors prior to 
Irenaeus, particularly orthodox authors, has been engendered by the 
problem of identifying literary citations, allusions or echoes. How may 
we tell if a secondary author is actually using an earlier text? 

‘There is no standard answer or even approach to this question 
One recent treatment simply urges scholars to state their methodol- 
ogy, while being careful and cognizant of what they are doing." At the 
outset 1 should say that the particular history of scholarship on the 
reception of John necessarily affects the goals I have in the investiga- 
tion. Because the consensus of scholarship has been that early ortho- 
dox writers and churches either did not know the Fourth Gospel, until 


* For а fuller accounting of the history of research, see Hill 2004, 13-55. 

? Hengel 1989; Rohl 1991; Hengel 1993; Nagel 2000; Hill 2004. in the meantime, 
other, more nuanced approaches to the early Ше of the Johannine gospel have been 
teased out by others. 

™ Eg, van Unnik 1955. 

* See КӨМ 1991; Hill 2004, 203-293. 

* Gregory and Tuckett 2005, 
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perhaps just before Irenaeus, or that they knew but avoided it or used 
it with genuine theological reservations, the first thing I am looking for 
is good evidence that an author was familiar with the written gospel 
Lam not so much concerned whether we conclude that the author 
“quotes” John, paraphrases it, alludes to it, or echoes its thoughts, 
but rather, first of all, whether we can say with any kind of assurance 
that the author knows the Gospel of John (assuming its existence in 
virtually the same form as we have in the earliest surviving papyri). 
Ascertaining knowledge of “Johannine oral tradition" which might 
have predated the written gospel and theoretically continued to circu- 
late after the gospel was written (insofar as this might be discoverable), 
while very valuable in other respects, will not suffice here, for it will 
not tell us about the reception of John as a written gospel 

Second, if there is a strong possibility or probability that the author 
knew John, I am interested in whether or not we can say that the 
author has appropriated John in a positive way, as an authority in 
some sense. This may or may not reflect a use of John as “scripture” 
ог as “canonical.” Such determinations are often notoriously difficult, 
particularly in the earliest sources, and the attempt to make them 
often entails assumptions and debatable definitions on our part. For 
our purposes, particularly in dealing with the earlier sources, it will be 
enough if we сап get a sense that an author is using John in a positive 
жау or in a critical way. 

Тһе object then is to find evidence of “literary knowledge” of John, 
evidence of the existence and use of John’s written gospel and not 
simply of oral tradition. This seems a very narrow focus, but on the 
other hand, 1 am not defining literary knowledge in a very narrow 
жау. “Literary knowledge” or “literary dependence” may be indirect. 1 
am not necessarily assuming that the author has a copy of the Gospel 
of John, as such, in his possession as he writes, to which he may refer 
back to check for the precision of his citation. He may or may not. 
‘The author may have read (or heard) the gospel or passages from it 
recently and be citing from memory. He may actually have memorized 
portions long ago and be citing from memory. Many have inferred the 
existence of “intermediate” sources of various kinds, for instance, a 
notebook or “testimonia book” of citations extracted from the gospel 
and perhaps other sources: or a gospel harmony of the sort produced 
by Tatian, which it has been suggested that Justin might have used: 
or a catechetical or liturgical sourcebook of some kind. Scholars are 
sometimes willing to ascribe to an author knowledge of one of these 
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sources before ascribing to him knowledge of the Gospel of John itself. 
While I think it is rather unlikely that a second-century church leader 
would have had access only to a source dependent upon John and 
not also be familiar with the gospel itself, even if this were the case, I 
would still regard this as evidence of the knowledge and use of John. 
Тһе theorized intermediate source assumes the prior existence and use 
of the gospel, if not on the citing author's part then on the part of 
the one who put together the notebook, catechism, liturgical book, or 
gospel harmony. It is only if this alternative source is not truly inter- 
mediate but rather independent of the Gospel of John, and if its use 
by the citing author was unaccompanied by a knowledge of the written 
gospel, that we may say that John is not referenced and no witness to 
John exists. 

Sometimes scholars theorize that a given author might not know a 
written gospel firsthand but only through hearing it read. In this case, 
опе might say the author knows John's Gospel only “orally.” Yet 1 still 
conceive of this as a literary dependence (though indirect), as pub- 
lic reading assumes the use of a written text and not simply unwrit- 
ten oral tradition. Be this as it may, all the authors considered here, I 
would argue, knew of John's Gospel not simply by public reading, but 
by personal reading. 

Now to the stickier matter of Johannine sources and oral tradition. 
Helmut Koester's early work on the synoptic material in the Apostolic 
Fathers," in effect established a preference among many scholars for 
regarding synoptic parallels in the Apostolic Fathers as reflecting 
а knowledge not of the written gospels but of their written or oral 
sources, or later derivatives from common origins. He argued that one 
should not claim another author's knowledge of one of the Synoptic 
Gospels unless one could show that the parallel entailed Matthew's, 
Mark's, or Luke's final “redactional” material, words peculiar to the 
finished forms, as opposed to proposed earlier forms, of the gospels. 
Koester's approach is generally seen as an advance on less sophisti- 
cated methods used previously which gave scant consideration to 
synoptic materials not derived directly from the finished Synoptic 
Gospels. Koester's approach, on the other hand, has been criticized for 
being too restrictive; as often assuming particular, unproven theories 
of gospel composition and redaction; and for assuming the continuing 








* Koester 1957. 
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viability of pre-synoptic sources long after the publication and circula- 
tion of Matthew, Mark, and Luke." 

One of Koester's students, Melvyn Hillmer, sought in his much- 
quoted 1966 Harvard dissertation" to extend Koester's methodology, 
as much as was applicable, to the study of the reception of John. He 
argued that іп those cases in which explicit quotation formulae or 
explicit attribution are lacking, "it is necessary to determine whether 
the writer shows knowledge of material or characteristics which are 
peculiar to the evangelist. If a writer has parallels only with material 
contained in John’s sources ог the traditional material in the gospel 
then there is no proof that he has used the Fourth Gospel.”"” The pre- 
cise contents, however, of John's “sources” or “traditional material" 
are not always self-evident to all scholars, and attempts to establish 
them sometimes involve debatable assumptions about the composi- 
tion history of the gospel. Hillmer at least allows that the presence of 
“material or characteristics peculiar to the evangelist” will tip the scales 
toward regarding the material as indicating а use of the gospel. I take 
it that these could include stories unique to John but more especially 
attributes of John's particular theology and literary style. 

In any case, this "redactional" criterion, however precisely under- 
stood, has become bedrock for many investigators. Another of 
Koester's students, Arthur Bellinzoni, in his recent examination of the 
possible use of Luke in the Apostolic Fathers.” proposes three crite- 
ria for determining whether an author is borrowing from a gospel: 
first, accessibility, that is, the gospel must have been accessible to the 
author in question; second, textual distinctiveness, that is, the sort of 
distinguishing redactional characteristics Koester and Hillmer have 
delineated: and third, rate of recurrence, that is, the case for use of a 
document is strengthened by the presence of multiple apparent paral- 
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lels in the secondary work—even though a lack of recurrence cannot 
necessarily disqualify the possibility. 

It is well to remember that those in the second century who engaged 
in literary borrowing from John were not conscious of the importance 
of quoting only “redactional” material and avoiding “traditional” 
material when quoting. Thus we must keep in mind that in cases in 
which we might judge that borrowed material reflects only traditional 
and not redactional material, our level of confidence about the source 
тау not correspond at all to the actual historical facts of the use, or 
non-use, of John, 

Distinguishing literary indebtedness to John's Gospel from indebt- 
edness to “Johannine tradition,” whether this is taken to mean oral 
tradition, a hypothetical earlier edition of the gospel, or a hypothetical 
written source used by the author(s) of John is, of course, not an easy 
business. The gospel ostensibly claims to be written by an eyewitness 
who recorded what he saw and heard (21:24-25). To the extent that 
events and speeches recorded in John really happened, we may allow 
the possibility that stories about them circulated independently of the 
Fourth Gospel? But as we all know, judgments differ widely among 
scholars as to the historicity of the material in John. If the Johannine 
"Sondergut" is adjudged highly, how far is that tradition likely to have 
spread before the gospel was written, in what form did it exist, and how 
long and in what form did it survive after the circulation of the written 
gospel? And if it is not adjudged highly, this creates certain problems 
for assuming its early and widespread circulation. If the distinctively 
Johannine traditions do not reflect historical events and speeches but 
owe their origins to a localized community formed much later, ог to 
а set of individual teachers in that later community, it is somewhat 
problematic to assume the early, wide reach and acceptance of these 
traditions while at the same time holding that the community which 
produced them was sectarian in outlook and somewhat removed from 
more mainstream Christians, and that the gospel produced at length 
by his community was avoided or rejected by those who had accepted 
its traditions in oral form. If Christians far and wide from early on 





2 Gregory and Tuckett (2005) say, John “is a narrative that purports to report 
events and discourses in the life of Jesus... Therefore the possibility may not be 
excluded altogether that such events and discussions may have circulated in oral tra- 
ditions quite independent of these written texts, or on [sic] sources which may have 
been used both by the authors of either text and also by others” 


240 CHARLES E. HILL 


were somehow familiar with distinctively “Johannine” traditions, and 
accepted them, it would seem that whenever the written Johannine 
gospel appeared these Christians might have been prepared to receive 
it favorably. 

Perhaps the best we can do, without pleading for an individual the- 
ory on Johannine composition history, is to ask in each case whether it 
is possible or relatively likely that the material in question could have 
passed to the secondary writer as part of oral tradition about Jesus 
apart from the written gospel. 

Finally, something should be said about the standards and tech- 
niques of literary borrowing in antiquity. Often when a scholar con- 
cludes a given author's “silence” with regard to John, a particular view 
of quotation standards and techniques is being invoked. That is, it is 
often assumed that it was the unwavering ideal of ancient authors to 
reproduce the underlying text with exact verbal precision. Thus any 
significant deviation is taken to signify that the borrowed source, if 
there was one, was something other than the Fourth Gospel. In my 
2004 monograph I argued, however, that authors in our period often 
did not have the same standards of precision in citing earlier writ- 
ten sources that we do. While precise citation did of course occur, it 
жаз far from the universal practice, and standards clearly could vary 
even within the work of a single author. I cited in particular the work 
of the classical scholar John Whittaker in this regard, who wrote a 
very important article on the subject in 1989." Since 2004, Sabrina 
Inowlocki has published a number of studies? of the citation prac- 
tices of ancient authors, including examples from Plato, Aristobulus, 
Cicero, Porphyry, the Corpus Hermeticum, and in particular the Jew 
Josephus and the Christian Eusebius.” She concludes, very much in 
line with Whittaker, that 








‘The changes brought by an author to the cited vary substantially 
They generally consist in the omission or addition of words, in gram: 


= Whittaker 1989. 

> Sce Inowlocki 2005a: Inowdocki 20055; Inowiocki 2006. 

* Many other studies could be cited. See, eg, on Plutarch's use of Plato, Hershbell 
1986, 240, “Although some of these div are possibly due to the condition 
of the extant manuscripts of Plutarch, and some to variation in the manuscripts of 
Plato he used, it seems clear that Plutarch was not always accurate in his quotations, 
and that he sometimes added or deleted words, or substituted equivalent words or 
phrases for those used by Plato." He also speaks of Plutarch's “paraphrases or qi 
quotations of the "Timaeus " (240). 
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matical changes, in the combination of citations, and in the modifica- 
tion of the primary meaning of the quotation. These changes may be 
deliberate, which means that they are made by the citing author specifi- 
cally in order to appropriate the content of the citation. They may also 
be accidental. If deliberate, the changes result from the author's wish 
to adjust the citation to his own purposes, to “modernize” the stylistic 
expression of a more ancient writer, or to adapt the grammar of the cited 
text to that of the citing text. It may be noted that deliberate changes do 
not always stem from the citing author's eagerness to tamper with the 
primary meaning of the passage, as modern scholars often suspect and 
harshly condemn.” 
"This being the case, we may accept that if other factors point to the 
use of an earlier source (in this case John), certain variations from 
the precise wording of the potential source may not be sufficient in 
themselves to disqualify the thesis of literary borrowing. This will not 
have probative value; it will not enable us to be certain of a potential 
use, but it will force us to be more careful before rejecting such a con- 
clusion because of discrepancies due to omission, addition, variation 
of word order, grammatical change, substitution, and lack of regard 
for the original context. These are all well attested features of citation 
practice in the period which concerns us. 

1 also adopt a more inclusive set of criteria than some. Since I am 
trying to assess the probability of a given author's knowledge of the 
written Gospel of John (and secondarily, the author's attitude towards. 
it), 1 seek to allow contextual or circumstantial factors to play their 
parts. I believe such an approach is historiographically superior to 
опе which focuses solely on the "textual" features (sometimes quite 
restricted, at that) of a text. All scholars work with some such assump- 
tions. To give a simple illustration, let us imagine that exactly the same 
“Johannine-sounding” phrase shows up in Ignatius of Antioch and in 
ап anonymous Christian letter from the fifth century. Let us say further 
that the phrase does not correspond perfectly with its Johannine paral- 
lel, but it is a fairly striking or peculiar phrase none the less. Most of us 
would deem it inherently more likely that it signifies actual knowledge 
of John in the fifth-century letter than in Ignatius. This has nothing to 
do with purely textual factors—the exact form of the words. the length 
of the parallel material, the respect or lack of respect for the original 
context—but is simply due to contextual factors, for we know that the 








> Inowlocki 2006, 40, 
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Gospel of John was widely-used and respected as scripture by virtually 
all Christian groups in the fifth century, while we might not be ready 
to make the same assumption about all Christians writing ca. 110-117 
CE. We may see how contextual factors may affect our evaluations in 
some of our authors below. 


3. CATALOGUE OF ORTHODOX USERS 


Ihave elsewhere catalogued twenty-two pre-Irenaean Christian sources 
which may be regarded as within the orbit of “orthodox Christianity" 
(some more clearly than others) and which, I argue, either certainly or 
very probably knew the Fourth Gospel and used it in a positive way." 
‘These are: Epistle of Vienne and Lyons; Hegesippus; Athenagoras: the 
Christian interpolator of the Sibylline Oracles: Theophilus of Antioch; 
Claudius Apollinarius of Hierapolis; Melito of Sardis; the Christ 
opposed by Celsus: Tatian: the Gospel of Peter; Justin Martyr; the 
Martyrdom of Polycarp; the Ad Diognetum; Epistula Apostolorum; The 
Shepherd of Hermas; the Long Ending of Mark; the Odes of Solomon; 
Aristides: Papias of Hierapolis; Polycarp; Ignatius; Pa 
elders; and the elder John. 

To re-examine each of these adequately is out of the question in this 
essay. Instead I have selected eight for closer examination, touching 
only briefly upon a few of the others. Some of these eight are selected 
because of the importance of their witness to the Fourth Gospel, oth- 
ers because they have suffered relative neglect in scholarship, others 
for a combination of reasons. Treating some of these works allows me 
to respond to some who have interacted with my interpretations of the 
evidence of particular authors. 














3.1. Epistle of Vienne and Lyons 


We begin with a source that was close to Irenaeus and surely well 
known to him. The Epistle of Vienne and Lyons was written in the wake 
of anti-Christian pogroms in Vienne and Lyons in the year 177. The 
churches there sent a letter to the outside Christian world, addressed 
to “the brethren in Asia and Phrygia, who have the same faith and 
hope of redemption.” The letter was also carried to the bishop of Rome 
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personally by a presbyter named Irenaeus, who some suggested might 
also have been its author. Whoever wrote the letter wrote in the first 
person plural, ostensibly on behalf of the churches of the two cities. 
The letter was evidently signed by a number of the martyrs and confes- 
sors. This letter, as well as the several letters from individual martyrs 
and confessors which were sent out along with it, thus represents the 
witness of Irenaeus’ own Christian community previous to his writing 
of Adversus haereses 

In reflecting on its experience of suffering, this community regarded 
that experience as a fulfillment of the prediction of Jesus recorded in 
John 162. 


When this rumour spread all men turned like beasts against us, so that 
even if any had formerly been lenient for íriendship's sake they then. 
ame fuos and rage gun and re was ald tha ich 
was spoken (rò. eipnuévov) by our Lord, that the time will come when 
“whosoever killeth you will think that he doeth God service фт бісбестан 
каарду іу ф яй ò donteivas pûş боп hertpeiav zpoogépei tà Bei)” 
(EpVéL 5.1.15 

Here the author appears to invoke the words of Jesus in John 16:2, 

“They will put you out of the synagogues: indeed, the hour is coming 

when whoever kills you will think he is offering service to God." There 

are, however, certain minor differences between this a citation 

of John and the MSS of John, which read, бруғта as ó 

dnoxteivas ий én Аатреіау xpoogéprv тё Be.» First, there is a 

question as to when the author intends his quotation to start. It is pos- 

sible that his words бт £Aróceza карду £v ф constitute an indirect 
citation and that the direct citation begins only with хас. Or, this ай 
may be part of what he considers a direct (but inexact) citation of the 

Lord's words. In any case, his ба. £Acóoetat карі êv © (“that the 

time will come when...") represents the substitution of a future indic- 

ative, ékevoetar, for John's futuristic present indicative ёрустал, and 

a substitution of кард £v д for John's бра iva. Beginning with the 

word nic, however, the only difference with John is in the substitution 

of the future 86{et for the aorist subjunctive 8557, in keeping with the 
change he has already made by eliminating the ivo. It is conceivable 
that these changes could reflect the precise wording of the author's 




















© Greek text and English translations of ЕрУН arc from Lake 1926. 
> "Ihe only pertinent variation in the MSS is the omission of ins in В. 
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source, and thus that his text of John differed from the text which has 
survived in manuscripts or that it came from an alternative source. But 
the direct quotation repeats eight words exactly and changes only the 
mood and tense of a ninth, and the verbal changes here and in the pos- 
sibly indirect quotation are simply the kinds of changes we often see 
їп the secondary use of a text by a later author in antiquity. Not only 
is the meaning not distorted but the citing author still preserves a sub- 
stantial amount of material that is distinctive to John, among known 
possible sources. He attributes the saying to Jesus, and it is attributed 
to Jesus in the only known source which has this material, the Gospel 
of John, which we know was in circulation by this time. The author 
clearly accepts these words as a real prediction of the historical Jesus. 
He obviously believes they constitute an authentic prophecy, for he 
believes the words are coming to pass before his eyes.” By his informal 
introduction of this prophecy as something “spoken by our Lord,” he 
seems to assume that the recipients of the letter are already familiar 
the prediction. 

Yet, what the author of the epistle has altered from the text of John 
is instructive. His substitutions for John's futuristic present and his 
elimination of John's iva: plus the subjunctive amount to changing 
stylistic elements that we would call distinctively Johannine. Here, 
therefore, the chief criterion of Koester, Hillmer, and Bellinzoni fails 
us, for these are certainly distinctive, Johannine redactional elements 
and it is precisely these that the author chooses to change—perhaps 
precisely because they were so distinctive. 

Another, more complex Johannine allusion occurs when the endur- 
ance of a Christian named Sanctus is praised, who held "frm in his 
confession, refreshed and strengthened by the heavenly spring of water 
of life which proceeds forth from the body of Christ (bro тй; obpaviov 
күй; тоб Booz тї; Сюй; tod 2 кілто; ёк rf); упдбос tod Xpictoo)" 
(EpVëL 5.122). Even though there are several differences in vocabu- 
lary, this seems to be a combined use of three Johannine texts, cor- 
responding mainly to John 7:38, “as the scripture has said, out of his 
heart shall flow rivers of living water (rorapoi ёк тй; xoıkiaç атой 
фейвомолу бото; Gûvroç),” combined interpretatively with Rev 22:1, 
“Then he showed me the river of the water of life (тотарду Satos 
Сабо), bright as crystal (Aayxpóv б; xpócraAAov), flowing from the 





> CE Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 324.1. 
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throne of God and of the Lamb” (cf. also John 19:34). From Rev 22:1 
comes the notion of a heavenly living water, and the idea that this 
heavenly living water flows from the body of Christ relates to John 
738. But the author has also substituted xmi for лотарб; used in 
both John 738 and Revelation 22:1. This substitution seems ade- 
quately explained by supposing that the author has also consciously 
or unconsciously combined these texts interpretatively with John 4:14, 
“but whoever drinks of the water that I shall give him will never thirst; 
the water that I shall give him will become in him a spring (amy) of 
water welling up to eternal life.” 

‘The practice of combining references is well known in both non- 
Christian as well as Christian sources. In the present case we evi- 
dently are witnessing the influence of an exegetical tradition, Readers 
of the Fourth Gospel, then as they do now, must have easily made the 
connection (as I recall doing, years ago when I first began to read John 
closely) between the living water that Jesus promised the Samaritan 
woman in John 4:10-15 and the water which would flow from Jesus’ 
heart (xoikía) in 7:38, water which the Johannine author immediately 
interprets for the reader as signifying the Holy Spirit (7:39). The author 
of the EpVëL is also familiar with an exegetical linking of this theme 
from the Johannine gospel with the figure of the river of the water of 
life from Revelation 22:1, which flows from the heavenly throne. That 
this is indeed а traditional exegetical linking is impressively confirmed 
by Irenaeus, who is familiar with the same combination of Johannine 
texts, Не similarly refers to the Holy Spirit as “that most limpid foun- 
tain which issues from the body of Christ (de corpore Christi prec- 
edentem nitidissimum fontem)" (Adv. haer. 3.24.1). Even though the 
expression is not the same and the verses are combined in a different 
Way, again we seem to have the mingling of the same passages, John 
4:14 and 7:38 with Rev 22:1. The Holy Spirit as flowing water pro- 
ceeding from the body of Christ comes from John 7:38. But here too, 
as in EpVéL, rather than fluvium or flumen, reflecting an underlying 
котарбу which is used in both John 7:38 and Rev 22:1, we have the 
word fons, the typical Vulgate translation of ятй in the LXX and the 
NT, the word used in John 4:14 for the water that Jesus gives, which 
wells up to eternal life. We also have an apparent reflection of Rev 


9 Whittaker 1989, 90-92: Stanley 1992, 281: Inowlocki 2006, 46. 
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22:1 in the mention of that fountain as “most limpid” (nitidissimum)," 
corresponding to hayxpov ёс крботад2ов, “clear as crystal” in Rev 
22:1. This points, again, to an exegetical tradition of comingling these 
Johannine verses into a single concept: the Holy Spirit as luminous, 
living water, flowing from the heavenly body of Christ. This would 
seem to bespeak a fairly longstanding use of the Gospel of John and 
the Revelation of John in the Christian preaching which formed the 
background of the author. 

‘Another passage in the letter is remarkable for йз containing 
apparent allusions to three Johannine sources. A man named Vettius 
Epagathus, it says, “was called the ‘Comforter of Christians,’ but had 
the Comforter in himself, the spirit of Zacharias which he had shown 
by the fullness of his love when he chose to lay down even his own life 
for the defence of the brethren, for he was and he is a true disciple of 
Christ, and he follows the Lamb wheresoever he goes” (ЕРУ. 5.1.10). 
Vettius is called the xapáxAntoz of the Christians because he had tov 
жарйхӛлтоу “in himself, the Spirit of Zacharias...” This comparison 
of Vettius with Zecharias is apparently related in the author's 
both to the Zechariah of 2 Chr 24:20-21 (called “the elder Zecharias" 
in EpV@L 5.1.9) who was clothed with the Spirit of God, who gave his 
testimony and then was brutally martyred, and to the later Zechariah, 
the father of John the Baptist, who was also said to have walked in 
the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless (5.1.9; Luke 
1:6). The point here is that the author equates the “Spirit of Zacharias,” 

















5 
that is the Holy Spirit (сі. both 2 Chr 24:20 and Luke 1:67) with 6 
xapéxÃntoç. This use of the term xapáxAntos for the Holy Spirit 
invokes the promise of Jesus in John 14:16-17,26; 16:7 to send 6 
жарйхӛлтов to his disciples. In accord with the words of 1 John 3:16, 
which the author has clearly adapted for this purpose, Vettius showed 
the fullness of his love by choosing to “lay down even his own life 
for the defence of the brethren.™ The “Johannine” tribute to Vettius 
extends to the appraisal of his position in the afterlife, as it is said, 
in the words of Revelation 14:4, that he “follows the Lamb where- 





л tip had thy уму біле Fev. кай pris бейод ілір tv deli 
т; уой: ivan (СЕ John 15:13, рома тайт, arav oie, Exes, Wang TY 
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soever he goes.” This very distinctive phrase thus places Vettius in 
the company of the 144,000 chaste and spotless ones redeemed from 
the earth, who now worship before the throne (cf. Mart. Pol. 141-2; 
5 Ezra 2:38-40). It would appear that the author and his community 
are steeped in the Johannine literature. And again, he seems to assume 
that the recipients of the report will catch his Johannine allusion when 
he jumps from д aptos as “Advocate,” probably the name given 
to Vettius by the governor," to 6 xapdxAntos as Jesus’ name for the 
Holy Spirit in the Gospel of John. 

Later in his account the author speaks of those who denied Christ 
and did not repent, as “sons of perdition” (oi viol tig ёходлќас) 
(EpVe-L 5.1.48). While one might imagine such a term of opprobrium 
to have been а commonplace, without any particular textual referent, 
it is interesting that its only occurrence in the NT is in John 17:12 
(û vidg tig блөћеќаҳ). That this Johannine passage is behind the 
phrase here is made more likely not only from the other instances 
of apparent Johannine borrowing, but because the author is referring 
here not simply to unbelievers or opponents but to those who denied 
Jesus. In John 17:12, "son of perdition” refers to Judas, the archetypal 
denier of Jesus. 

‘One could try to argue that all these apparent Johannine allusions 
derive not from direct or indirect literary knowledge of the written 
gospel but rather from Christian tradition known only orally. But in 
this Christian setting in Gaul in 177 CE, which obviously contained 
literate Christians, that seems extremely unlikely. It is much easier 
to agree with William Frend who has remarked, “Clearly the Fourth 
Gospel and the Apocalypse were two of the main sources of inspira- 
tion to the writer.” I only add that the First Letter must have been 
known as well. 

Тһе witness of the EpVeL is interesting for several reasons. First, 
whether Irenaeus was its author or not, it shows that the Fourth 
Gospel was in use, along with the Apocalypse of John and at least 
the first Johannine Epistle, along with several more NT texts, among 
these churches in Gaul before Irenaeus wrote his major works. When 
embarking on the writing of Adversus haereses a few years later, 








> See Hill 2001, 138. 
> Lawlor and Gulton 1954, 2:133. 
э Frend 1981, 19. 
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Irenaeus certainly had no need to introduce or defend this gospel to 
his own Christian communities in Gaul. There is no reason to assume 
that he was aware of doing anything controversial among his fellow 
orthodox believers. whether they be in Gaul, in Asia Minor, in Rome, 
or elsewhere, when he used John's Gospel іп Adversus haereses. 

In fact, the epistle strongly suggests that Christian communities in 
Phrygia and Asia, as well as the church in Rome, were familiar with 
these books of the Johannine corpus as well. The Christian communi- 
ties in Gaul were composed of many Asian and Phrygian transplants, 
some of whom, like Irenaeus, may have sojourned in Rome on the 
way. We know that there was a significant contingent of Christians 
from Asia Minor in Rome in the second century, and it is possible that 
these Asians now in Gaul may have first sojourned in Rome and may 
have been part of a Roman mission in Gaul. In any case, the connec- 
tions with both Asia Minor and Rome are important. The churches 
in the letter stress a unity of their faith and hope with the churches 
in Asia and Phrygia whom they address (EpV&L 5.1.3), and they call 
Eleutherus of Rome “father” and speak of him as one to whom they 
were accustomed (“once more and always") to greet by letter (542). 
‘This denotes a relationship of longstanding, as suggested also by the 
fact of Irenaeus’ commission from the churches in Gaul to deliver the 
letter personally to the bishop. The strong connections of fellowship 
both with Rome and with Asia and Phrygia are prima facia evidence 
that Christians with such cross-regional affiliations might also have 
shared much the same authoritative texts. It is unlikely that these 
young churches, certainly planted among those Irenaeus calls “bar- 
barians” in the recent past, would have instituted the use of written 
Christian authorities unknown or unacceptable to the mother churches 
from whom they came and from whom they perhaps were still receiv- 
ing support. At the very least this demonstrates that when he used 
the Fourth Gospel in Adversus haereses Irenaeus was not trying to 
engineer a takeover from his Valentinian opponents, nor did he need 
to mount a defense for it among orthodox Christians. It already had 
standing among the churches in Gaul and the correspondence renders 
it very likely for Asia, Phrygia, and Rome, prior to the 180%. 

As it happens, the use of John in Asia Minor prior to the writing of 
the Epistle of Vienne and Lyons may be corroborated fairly copiously 
from several earlier authors, as we shall see. In the 1605 we have record 
of an earlier phase of the quartodeciman controversy in which both 
Melito of Sardis and Apollinarius of Hierapolis participated. While 
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apparently taking different sides of the issue (this is debated by some), 
each author uses the Fourth Gospel as authoritative. We shall point to 
earlier examples in more detail below. 


32. The Christians Opposed by Celsus* 


Тһе next author we examine is neither an orthodox nor a heretical 
writer, but an unbeliever. The anti-Christian apologist Celsus, in his 
treatise The True Word written sometime between 160 and 180, is 
apparently "the first pagan to set out to write a whole treatise against 
Christianity." Everything we know about Celsus and his book comes 
from Origen's Contra Celsum written probably about 248. Where 
Celsus wrote his book is a matter of uncertainty; most scholars have 
favored either Rome or Alexandria, 

Wherever he was, Celsus knew at least several Christian books 
which were clearly closely associated with the form of Christianity 
һе was mainly attacking. Among these was the Gospel according to 
John. Some have voiced skepticism that Celsus could have had access 
to Christian scriptures, assumed to be hard to come Буг“ but this is 
contradicted by strong evidence. First, Celsus, by his own words, is 
aware of and fully accepts the common notion that "the disciples of 
Jesus wrote such accounts regarding him” which portrayed his suffer- 
ing and death (Cels. 2.16). Indeed, he has his fictional Jewish opponent 
of Christianity claim explicitly to have taken his information about 
Christianity "from your own books (èx ta üperépo ovyypappátov)” 
(2.74 cf. 2.77), and this is naturally taken as a thinly veiled claim of 
Celsus’ own. That he made use of these books is sufficiently clear, 
secondly, from Origen’s testimony. Origen says that Celsus "endea- 
vours to cast reproach upon Him from the narratives in the Gospel 
(èx тё yeypappévaw èv ê eberyyehrG)” (Cels. 2.34). He attests that 
Celsus “makes numerous quotations from the Gospel according to 
Matthew," while he charges that Celsus omits other texts from the 
gospels which would have hurt his case (Cels. 1.34). Origen notes that 
Celsus "extracts from the Gospel [this time it is John] even passages 











= See Hill 2004, 309-311 

7 Frede 1999, 133. 

э Lona 2005, 36. 

* ix той тадабёиетоу ілім кодй x той ката Mardkiov rõayyehiov. Greek 
from Borret 1967-1976. The verb карат йш is sometimes used for quotation, as in 
Apollonius Dyscolus, the second-century grammarian, De pronominibus 527: 8922. 
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which are incorrectly interpreted"? (Cels. 2.36). Again Origen alleges 
that Celsus “extracts! from the gospel narrative those statements on 
which he thinks he can found an accusation” (Cels. 2.37). 

Origen certainly knew what it was to extract statements from books 
for the purpose of composing your own, and he knew the gospel nar- 
ratives quite well enough to recognize Celsus use of them. Alexander 
is certainly correct, then, to observe that "Celsus is the first pagan 
writer to show indisputable independent knowledge of the gospels 
as texts..." We need not suppose, of course, that Celsus had read 
these books either carefully or sympathetically, There is every reason 
to acknowledge Origen’s charges that Celsus’ reading was selective and 
for the purpose of spotting difficulties he could exploit. From Origen’s 
expressions it would appear that Celsus followed what was evidently a 
common custom. Having obtained copies of Christian gospels, Celsus 
made extracts of certain passages as they were read out by a servant, 
ог else the roles were reversed. These extracts then became Celsus 
tools of reference as he wrote his books against the Christians. The 
third reason for concluding Celsus’ familiarity with the gospels comes 
from the actual evidence of his knowledge as preserved by Origen. We 
confine ourselves here to the evidence for his knowledge of John. 

Origen says that Celsus, who believed it to be self-evident that “the 
body of a god is not nourished with such [earthly] food,” was “able to 
prove from the Gospel narratives (xè тё everyyehuxtov ypaypátov) 
both that He partook of food, and food of a particular kind" (Cels. 
1.70). From Origen's comments it is evident that these gospel nar- 
ratives included John's reference to Jesus thirsting “near the well of 
Jacob,” and drinking from the water of that well (John 4:6-7). Celsus 
also mocks Jesus by implicitly charging that the water which flowed 
from the body of Jesus—something recorded only in John's Gospel— 
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was like the watery ichor supposed to belong to the immortal bodies 
of the gods (Cels. 2.36, cf. liad 5.340). Origen criticizes Celsus, then, 
for extracting “from the Gospel even passages which are incorrectly 
interpreted,” in this instance, John's testimony in John 1934-35 that 
when Jesus’ side was pierced “there came thereout blood and water.” 
In another passage Celsus refers to Jesus after his resurrection, show- 
ing “the marks of his punishment, and how his hands were pierced 
" (Cels. 2.55; 2.61), a comment clearly based on the account 
in John 20:24-29, as Origen in fact attests (Cels. 2.61). Celsus appar- 
ently knows another detail from the Gospel of John, a challenge by 
some Jews that Jesus exhibit some unmistakable sign that he was the 
Son of God, from a meeting which is said to have taken place "in the 
temple.” This seems to refer to the incident recorded in John 10:22-26, 
when Jesus was accosted “while walking in the temple, in the portico 
of Solomon" at the feast of the Dedication. Celsus’ Jew is also familiar 
with the Christian title of Logos for Jesus (Cels. 2.31). This does not 
necessitate his knowledge of John 1:1,14, particularly if he was in any 
way familiar with the writings or teachings of Christian apologists like 
Justin.“ Yet because Celsus’ Jew appears to be referring throughout to 
testimonies derived from the gospels,” this probably tips the balance 
towards John as the specific source of information. 

There is every reason to affirm, then, that Celsus had access to a copy 
of John’s Gospel and used it indiscriminately along with the Gospels 
of Matthew and Luke (and perhaps Mark) as a source for information 
about Jesus and what Christians believed about him. There is even 
опе text whose meaning is debated but which some have taken to 
indicate Celsus awareness of a four-fold gospel canon (Cels. 2.27)." It 
is not necessary that one draw this conclusion, however, in order to 
recognize that Celsus was well aware of Christian reliance upon their 
gospels and that he himself faced no great obstacles in obtaining at 
least the three mentioned above. Had he obtained his own copies? 
Had he simply made extracts from copies borrowed from an unsus- 
pecting Christian, a former Christian, or from a well-stocked library? 
We do not know. But we must conclude that Celsus at some time had 
in his possession copies of Christian gospels which he considered the 














© Lona 2005, 144. 

* His next objection has to do with the genealogies in Matthew and Luke (Cel 
233). 

© Hengel 1993, 28048. See also the note ad foc in Chadwick 1965. 
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Christians’ "own books" (2.74 cf. 277), among which was what we 
know as the Gospel of John. 

If we could be certain either that Celsus was a Roman, or had based 
his knowledge of orthodox Christians from what he had observed 
while in Rome, this would be particularly striking evidence of the 
failure of Bauer's thesis that the Roman church, a bastion of ortho- 
doxy, was suspicious of and opposed to the Gospel according to John, 
throughout the second century. In any case, Celsus’ knowledge of the 
contents of John and other gospels as written accounts, and not simply 
as oral traditions, is important for attesting to the association of these 
written gospels together and as sources of the faith and teaching of the 
Christians as Celsus sees them. Celsus shows how John’s Gospel was 
(а) available, (b) commonly associated both with the synoptics (“your 
own books,” 2.74 cf. 277) and (c) with the great church which he was 
opposing. and this at a time before Irenaeus wrote, and in а local- 
ity, whether Rome or Alexandria, far distant from Lyons. He supplies 
further evidence that Irenaeus had no need to "defend" the Gospel of 
John to his orthodox peers. 


33. Justin Martyr. 


As the Diatessaron of Tatian the Assyrian is treated elsewhere in 
this volume, Tatian's contribution will not be covered here, except 
to say that the importance of John's Gospel in the composition of 
the Diatessaron, and the recognition of John as reflecting orthodox 
impulses, is enlightened by a look at its role in the writings of Tatian's 
teacher, Justin. 

Did Justin know the Fourth Gospel? The votes of scholars are 
divided.” Some find little or no reason to think Justin knew John, or 
they find that he may have used it but only with caution. Here I shall 
look at portions of his writings which I believe demonstrate not only 
that Justin knew and used John but that it was one of the gospels he 
designated “the apostolic memoirs.” which he says were used in ser- 


© That is, whatever purpose Tatian had in producing the Diatessaron, and what 
ever theological tendencies И may have exhibited (traces of encratism have been sug- 
gested), its acceptance and inclusion of the Fourth Gospel cannot be explained (pace 
Bauer 1971, 206-207; Barrett 1978, 125; Brown 1979, 148) as merely а result of his 
turn towards heterodosy. И was sim 
fied in his orthodox Oratio and з 
‘See Hill 2004, 313. 
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vices of Christian worship in Rome alongside the prophetical writings 
of the OT (1 Apol. 67.3). 

Justin's only "quotation" of John, or rather. of Jesus in John, occurs 
in a well-noted section of his First Apology, where he seeks to inform 
the rulers about “the manner in which we dedicated ourselves to God 
when we had been made new through Christ" (1 Apol. 61.1). Не pro- 
ceeds to speak of the Christian baptismal practice as he knows it in 
Rome: 








‘Then they are brought by us where there is water, and are regenerated 
in the same manner in which we were ourselves regenerated. For, in the 
name of God, the Father and Lord of the universe, and of our Saviour 
Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit they then receive the washing with 
water, For Christ also said, “Except ye be born again, ye shall not enter 
into the kingdom of heaven” (äv ий йуатсуупӨйте, ой ий eiotAOnte ei 
tv Baovheiav têw ойрад)" 

Тһе close correspondence to John 33,5 is obvious, though there are 
certain verbal discrepancies. Justin has “kingdom of heaven,” and John 
has “kingdom of God.” And instead of John’s two distinct words, 
"born" (yevváw) and “again” (йогу), Justin uses a single compound 
word, "reborn" (ймаугуудо). Because of the variations, Helmut Koester 
believes the words attributed to Christ by Justin are not beholden to 
the Fourth Gospel at all, but are derived instead “from the free tradi- 
tion” preserved in a current baptismal liturgy, and this in a more origi- 
nal form than appears in John.* In this, Koester is echoing the earlier 
conclusions of his students, Bellinzoni and Hillmer. Never mind that 
no baptismal liturgy, current or not, has been produced which reflects 
these forms of the saying attributed to Christ. 

‘And whatever else we may say about these differences, they are just 
the kind of alterations that scholars such as Whittaker and Inowlocki 
observe in citations by authors of the period. Substitutions of syn- 
onymous or near synonymous words, either for the sake of clarity or 
for an emphasis that the citing author wants to make, or for reasons 





* The Greek of Dial. is from Marcovich 1997; of 1 Apol. is from Wartelle 1987. 

* Koester 1990, 258, 361-362 (reiterated recently in Koester 2005, 21) Koester also 
alleges that the Johannine "you cannot see” of John 3:3, instead of “you cannot enter” 
în Justin, is more evidence of а discrepancy between the John and Justin's source 
(Koester 1990, 258). John ХЭ, however, also has “you cannot enter.” 

= Bellinzoni 1967, 138-137, “Justin has ашса 
enal Le in биш ойе than that found in oh and бы] harena probably Ке 
on the same or on a similar tradition"; сї Hilmer 1966, 34-38. 
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inexplicable, are among the common alterations that authors make to 
their cited texts without, in their views, distorting those texts. In the 
сазе of his substitution of "reborn" (ûvayevmêîre) for John's “born 
again” or "born from above" (ёй ий үсуупӨй ӛушбеу). it is quite pos- 
sible that Justin simply felt that dvaryevwtio would be less perplexing, 
to his pagan audience than the expression “born from above; At 
any rate, he had already adopted åvayevváw as his term for regen- 
eration through baptism, using it three times in the first part of the 
paragraph,“ thus, this modification of John 3:3.5 is in keeping with 
this chosen theological vocabulary. Tatian would soon use the same 
lexical modification of John 3:3 or 3:5, “I too, in imitation of the Word, 
having been begotten again (буаүгуетбеіс)” (Orat. 5.3). 

"The divergences between Justin's où i сів Апе eis thv ВастАсіау 
Tv обрауду and John’s ой мата eiaeAGeiv eis thv Bamriov той 
Өсоб (John 3:5) may be due, as some have suggested, to a conscious 
or unconscious conflation, with Matthew 18:3 (ob ий сіс дпс eis 
tiv Baoiheiav rûv оўрамм) It is a natural enough slip for those 
well acquainted with the similar saying in Matthew. It is even possible 
that Bastheiav тё обрауду is what appeared in Justin's text of John, 
as even the original scribe of Codex Sinaiticus wrote BaciAeiay tüv 
обрамду in his copy of John 3:5." According to Romanides," all cita- 
tions of John 3:3-5 before Origen, have “kingdom of heaven” instead 
of “kingdom of God.” 

Thus the differences between Justin's citation and the surviving texts 
of John are not such as make it necessary to posit another source for 
Justin besides John. Moreover, it is perhaps helpful to remember that 
Justin is only claiming to quote Jesus here, not John. That is, Justin, 
опе might say, accurately quotes Jesus (in reproducing his meaning), 
though he does not, from a text-critical standpoint, accurately quote 














© Pryor 1992, 165. 

> 6134. He also uses the noun ávrévengi; in 61.3; 66.1 and in Dial 1382. CI. 
тӛ wwatipiow тй; кідіу yevéores мд in Dial 357. Avayewcio may have been, a 
Romanides (1958-1959, 127) thinks, a technical term for the baptismal rite in Justi 
day. But it at least was the term Justin had adopted. 

7. Whitaker 1989, 89. 

© Romanides 1938-1959, 131-132: Pryor 1992, 165, “surely by the second century, 
texts such as Matthew 18:3 and John 3:3, 5 would have been understood baptismally 
with a resulting fusing of texts!" 

77 See Swanson 1995, 28. 

= Romanides 1958-1955, 130-131. 
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the text of John—just as he often does not accurately quote the texts 
of the Synoptic Gospels. ог even the LXX.” 

But could the appearance of this saying of Jesus in 1 Apol. 61.4 be 
the result of its survival through the “free tradition,” without Justin's 
knowledge of the written gospel? For this to be the case one must posi 
the survival of the story in Rome in about 150, and this is only part of 
the difficulty. The other part is the assumption that this free tradition 
жаз accessible to Justin apart from the written gospel which all agree 
was in existence and circulating well before this time. If 1 Apol. 61.4-5 
represented the only place in Justin's writings where a familiarity with 
John seems to surface, one might pethaps be tempted to hold these 
two suggested solutions in equilibrium, But it is not the only place, 
even in the same context. 

‘Completely ignored in the treatments of this saying of Jesus by 
Koester, Hillmer, and Bellinzoni are the words which immediately 
follow it in Justin's apology (61.5): “Now, that it is impossible for 
those who have once been born to enter into their mothers’ wombs, 
is manifest to all,” words which echo the reply of Nicodemus in John 
3:4: "How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter a second 
ime into his mother's womb and be born?™ Did the baptismal tract 
postulated by these scholars contain a denial of the possibility of ге- 
entering one's mother's womb as well? Did this part, too, survive 
till 150 in the “free tradition” apart from the gospel context? Or, did 
Justin and the Johannine author each come up with the thought of 











hen Justin cites the Greek OT in 1 Apol, he sometimes cites from a shorter 
form which Skarsaune (2007), argues comes from a Christian testimonia source. These 
citations from scripture often condense (by omission), interpolate, and combine mate 
Fils, Sce Skarsaune 2007, 59-60. In Dial 32.1, the citation of Gen 49:10-11 exhibits 
“several significant deviations from the LXX teat” (Skarsaune 2007, 55). The devia- 
tions include the substitution of words, changes in the forms of verbs, and the omis- 

п оГ whole lines (possibly by homalcleuten). What is most striking is that Justin 
specifically claims here to be reproducing the words of Moses “literally” or “in these 
very words” (білеу aŭroheri ota)! 

2 ün Sè кай блато» ris тё; mpag sêw texuvoó той; Gnas, yewwonEvous 
uiv, gavepóv тасу ат (1 Apol 615): xû; Sivar ймӨришо; even Тери 
Br Bove i де көде pagi ий ши eee өй найын 

"Certainly there is по correspondence in any text cited as a parallel baptismal text 
by Rellinzoni (Hippolytus, Ref 510: Aper Cor. 615: Pseudo Clementine Йот. 1126: 
Preudo-Clementine Ассори. 63). 
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re-entering one's mother's womb independently?* 1 find each of these 
suggested solutions to be more difficult than the suggestion that in 
both his paraphrastic citation of Jesus’ words in John 3-3,5 and in his 
echo of the Johannine record of Nicodemus’ objection in John 3:4 
Justin is simply dependent upon John's written gospel. John's Gospel 
was certainly in existence and available by this time; the correspon- 
dence here is substantial in content, in wording, and in length. The 
fact that Justin does not quote John with exact verbal precision, in this 
case, has very little relevance. 

Justin also knows details contained only in John's account of Jesus’ 
baptism (Dial. 88.7). Justin observes that while some supposed that 
John the Baptist was the Christ, he himself "cried to them, ‘I am not 
the Christ, but the voice of one crying; for he that is stronger than I 
shall come, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear." Koester correctly 
points out, "The answer 1 am not the Christ’ has a parallel only in the 
Gospel of John; the continuation of the Baptist’s answer in Justin (‘but 
the voice of a crier) also recalls the text of the Fourth Gospel" It 
looks in fact like Justin, in summarizing the account in John 1:20-23, 
has simply skipped from the Baptist’s denial “I am not the Christ" 
(1:20) to his affirmation, “but ‘the voice of one crying” (1:23), where 
he is quoting Isa 40-3. Koester denies that this signifies Justin's knowl- 
edge of the Fourth Gospel, however, preferring the explanation that 
Justin simply “developed the answer of the Baptist on the basis of 
Luke's text [Luke 3:15] and the Isaiah prophecy [Isa 40:3]." Luke 
3:15 says, “As the people were in expectation, and ай men questioned 
in their hearts concerning John, whether perhaps he were the Christ 
(ийлоте abtds cin ò yprotds)...” Koester's explanation would mean 
that both Justin and John independently, from the crowds’ musing 
"whether perhaps he were the Christ" (Luke 3:15), put the words “I 
am not the Christ (ойк eip 6 zptatds)” into the Baptist's mouth, and 
then both independently excerpted words from Isa 40:3 and placed 
them too in the mouth of the Baptist (none of the Synoptic Gospels 





= Culpepper 1994, 113: “The protest that one cannot literally be born again can be 
made any time such metaphorical language is used. Here too, Justin need not be citing 
John 33-57 This seems to me to be a stretch. 

7 Thus also Grant 1998, 39; cf Wartelle 1987, 290; Barnard 173n370. 

% Koester 1990, 391. 

= Koester 1990, 391. 
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has the Baptist citing Isa 40:3 in regards to himself). I find this rather 
hard to believe. 

From a significant battery of texts not considered by Koester, we may 
also surmise that John’s prologue played a formative role in Justin’s 
understanding of Christ as the Word of God, God's Monogenos, 
“begotten after a peculiar manner" (1 Apol. 22.2: 23.2), and as having 
become flesh. As I have summarized elsewhere:* 


While John's Gospel may not have been the only influence on Justin's 
"Logos Christology’, the connections with John's presentation are 
numerous and have convinced many that it was a key source, or the 
key source, for his understanding of Jesus’ eternal deity (1 Apol. 54; 
106; 60.7; 63.15; 2 Apol. 63, 4-5) and incarnation (1 Apol. 21.1; 222; 
23.2; 32.10; Dial. 632). Justin uses the word Адто; a few times early in 
his first in the sense of ‘reason’. He introduces another mean- 
ing, as a title for Jesus Christ as a divine being, in chapter 5, speaking of 
"Reason Himself (айтоб хоў Aórov), who took shape, and became man 
(nopqaivi0s xai üvüpmov yrvonévov), and was called Jesus Christ 
(1 Apol. 54). This certainly recalls the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel, 
Where Jesus Christ is called à os, and specially it recalls John 4 
(xai à Або; өйр$ érévexo), the first time the title is used in connection. 
with the incarnation” Justin elsewhere refers to this Word as divine 
(Вибо, 1 Apol. 106), аз God (Beds. 1 Apol. 63.15), both reminiscent 
of John 1:1, iv арӣ һу д Aóros... кай Beds йу 6 Адто, Justin describes. 
the Logos as tà хара Bev Абто (1 Apol. 60.7) the Fourth Gospel says 
БЫ et (ei) he tod peo he eis nli 
фу көрі тоб . In the second ay ‘similarly, 
and refers to the creation of the world through the Son (2 Apol. 63. 
4-5), Justin knows the Logos as God's only proper or rightful Son (д 
һб; ReyOuevos киіс vids, cf, John 1:14, Бау ds нокоүсуоб жара 
sutpós, who was with him (gvviw, cf. John 1:1, 2 dw ярд; tov Bedv)“ at 
the beginning (civ iiv. cf. John 1:1, 2, ё руй), through whom God 
created all things (81° «то айута тое, cf. John 1:3, xóvea 61° оўтой, 
бубу). John is not quoted, but Justin's words are but a paraphrase of 
the Fourth Gospel's teaching about the Logos from its Prologue. Several 
times Justin speaks of the Word's becoming man or becoming flesh 
(e gs 1 Apol. 21.1; 222; 232; 329, 10; 632) in terms which, given Justin's 
penchant for varying the wording of his sources and of his own expres- 
sions, appear as permutations of John 1:1, 13, 14, 18. One example is 
1 Apol. 32.10, ‘And the first power after God the Father and Lord of all 




















Hill 2006b, 155-156. For a more detailed consideration of this material, see Hill 
2004, 316-325. None of this material is treated in Koester 1990. 

© Wartelle 1987, 244. 

^^ Cf akso Dial 624, cw тё marti. 
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is the Word, who is also the Son; and of Him we will, іп what follows, 
relate how He took flesh and became man (oupxorom@eis бУбралов 
yêrovev)'. Of this passage Wartelle says, ‘Ce texte semble bien ёге écrit 
avec le souvenir précis du Prologue de l'Évangile de Jean.” 


References to Christ's being "produced without sexual union" (1 Apol. 
21.1) literally, "without mixing," ie. of bloods (cf. Dial. 54.2; 632), 
and "becoming man according to His will” (1 Apol. 23.2; cf. Dial. 3.2) 
appear to go back to the so-called "Western" reading of John 1:13, or 
to the Christological interpretation which may have given rise to it, 
which substitutes the singular pronoun and verb for the plural and 
therefore understands “who was born, not of bloods nor of the will of 
the flesh nor of the will of man, but of God” аз а reference to Jesus, not 
to Christians. There is one passage in the Dialogue which apparently 
gives the source of this teaching about the Word becoming flesh 








For I have proved that he was monogenes (yoveyevis) to the Father of 
all things (т sapi rûv Shew), begotten of him іп a peculiar manner as 
Word and Power, and later become man through the virgin, as we have 
learned from the memoirs. (Dial. 105.1, cf, 10024) 


Here we seem to have a clear assertion that Justin's source for his 
beliefs about Christ's pre-existence and his incarnation was (or at least 
included) the Apostolic Memoirs. That is, he claims he is not basing 
this teaching on oral tradition, on liturgical or catechetical manuals, 
testimonia sources, ог, ultimately, on rudimentary gospel harmonies, 
but on a written text or texts which he considers to belong to these 
Memoirs, books he elsewhere says were written by Jesus’ apostles and 
their followers (Dial. 103.8). Because the only known writing which 
could possibly have provided him with this kind of information about 
the pre-existence of Jesus as “only-begotten” of the Father is the Gospel 
according to John, it would seem that we have a "smoking-gun" ref- 
erence to John (John 1:14,18; 3:16). John Pryor has argued, however, 
that what Justin attributes to the Memoirs should be restricted to the 
mention of the virgin birth alone. He argues that since Justin says 
he has demonstrated his case, if Justin is relying on John, we should 
find “evidence of direct dependence on John 1 in the argument of the 











э Моке чё topi tw Shaw ойло iis 8 алоб Ато xai iva; 
[воой] тетет, ка ботероу брало; бий тй; ‘ey ds ало tû 
Arouvmuoveundten cudBoury zooch (my translation), 
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earlier chapters." Pryor finds no such evidence, while finding on the 
other hand that Justin does use Matthew and Luke in chapter 78 in 
demonstration of Christ's birth from a virgin. 

А problem with Pryor's argument, however, is that Justin does not 
say here that he has “proved” his assertion “from the Memoirs,” only 
that he and others have learned something from the memoirs. The 
plural "we" in, “аз we have learned from the Memoirs,” refers not to 
Justin and Trypho, and therefore not to what he and Trypho have 
agreed to, but to Justin and other Christians.” What is Justin saying 
he has proved? The sentence asserts that he has proved “that he was 
‘monogenes to the Father of all things.” Then follow two subordinate 
clauses describing by adjectival participles this figure who is monogenes 
to the Father as “begotten (yeyevvnpévog) of him in a peculiar manner 
as Word and Power, and later become (yevópevoç) man through the 
virgin.” In saying that he has proved this one to be the Only-begotten 
to the Father of all things, he is evidently referring to the discussion 
recorded earlier in chapters 61-62. Neither there nor anywhere else 
previously in the Dialogue has he used the word povoyevis itself” but 
in 61-62 he “proved” from scripture that 


God begat (уктук) before all creatures a Beginning...since he was 
begotten of the Father by an act of will (ёк тоб алд rob naxpis Bio 
үктеууйөбоз)...е Word (6 Aóros) of Wisdom who is Himself this God 
begotten of the Father ofall things (iro соб ratpos тё hav revvnêeiç)."" 
and Word, and Wisdom, and Power, and the Glory of the Begetter (хоб. 
‘yewvsioave0s)... (611-3). 








PDT 192, 156-157 hs ph), Reaping бе referen on are Grant 
1998, ЗЕ and Ferguson 2002, 302-305. Hofrichter (1992, 194) acknowledges that the 
le monogenes relates to the prologue of Jon, but thinks Justin relied on a form of 
the Johannine prologue which was still independent of the Fourth Gospel. It is hard 
to sce how this could be, if indeed Justin relates it to the Memoir 

7 ёшабонеу in 105.1; оууйкамеу іп 81.3; and vevońxaev іп 75.1; 100.1, all refer to 
something Justin and other Christians have learned, understood, or perceived from 
the scriptures, but which cannot be attributed to Irypho and his friend 

"Ihe word has arisen from the Greck translation of Ps 22:20, but the fact that 
Justin instinctively understands this a а Christological title is instructive. In 1 Apol. 
232 he had said “What Jesus Christ is the only proper Son who has been begotten by 
God дук; Bis vis тё бед тебуші). This too would seem to reflect John's 
вой 

"КС. Movopeviz... 1 Патрі iw Show ойто; in Dial. 1051. 

7 In Dial 624 Che is called the тӛлем of God. 








260 CHARLES E. HILL 


Justin went on to "prove" this by citing texts from the Jewish scrip- 
tures, Prov 821-36, Gen 1:26,28 and 3:22, not from the Memoirs; and 
indeed, in Dial. 63.1 Trypho pronounces that "This point has been 
proved to me forcibly, and by many arguments, my friend." Since 
Justin could not, however, prove from the Jewish scriptures that this 
being, the monogenes of the Father, had been born of the virgin of Isa 
7:14, he finally resorts to testimonies from Matthew and Luke (though 
without naming them) in Dial. 78. When Justin says he has "proved" 
these things, then, he seems to have in mind the entire postulation 
(that he was monogenes to the Father of ай things, begotten of him in 
peculiar manner as Word and Power, and later become man through 
the virgin”), which he has proved through the Jewish scriptures and 
the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. This means that when he says he 
has learned of these things from the Memoirs he must also have іп 
mind the entire postulation. 

Even if one could restrict Justin's reference to the Memoirs to his 
statement in the second subordinate clause about Christ being born of 
a virgin, this statement would still likely reflect his knowledge of John. 
‘This is because he is not speaking simply about the miraculous birth of 
a child from a virgin, but about a divine figure, the Only-begotten of 
the Father, "becoming man through the virgin.” The accounts of Jesus’ 
birth in Matthew and Luke speak about a virgin conceiving apart from 
the participation of a human father; Matthew's goes so far as to say 
that the child was “of the Holy Spirit” (1:20, ёк уст; ботіу соо, 
cited in Dial. 78.3). They do not speak of a pre-existent being becom- 
ing man through the virgin. Both the description of this divine person- 
age and the description of his "becoming man" are given in language 
which elsewhere shows the imprint of John's prologue on Justin's for- 
mulations.* Even that Justin says he learned from the Memoirs about 
the Only-begotten of God “having become man through the virgin” is 
still as much as saying that John’s Gospel was one of the Memoirs. 











5 Christ's “becoming man” (дхӨрөло; збе) through the virgin in 1051 i 
specie as his “having become oh by God's wil to be born man by the 
(бал tiv Bouki to бе барковолдбілла «из... à тй; тарб мән frre! 
fiv@poroy)” in 872, reflecting the wording of John 1:14 (ойрё éyévero). СЇ. "having 
taken flesh” (cupeoxoun@ei) 1 Apol. 3210. Justin's understanding of this “becoming 
man” or “being made flesh” had been stipulated in Dial. 632 as being unique, "since 
his blood did not spring from the seed of man, but from the will (êx бето) of 
God,” reflecting the Christological application of John 1:13 (cf. Dial 782; 1 Apol 
222 232; 329,10) 
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‘The conclusion that John was one of Justin’s Apostolic Memoirs, 
is confirmed by a study of the matters which he refers to as being 
found in “the Acts which took place under Pontius Pilate,” as I have 
detailed elsewhere.” In three places in the First Apology (35.9; 38.7: 
48.3), Justin refers the emperor and the senate to something he calls 
“The Acts which took place under Pontius Pilate.” as if to a set of 
records. Despite some attempts to do so, it is apparent that these "acts" 
cannot be related to later apocryphal Pilate literature, such as the Acts 
of Pilate now contained in the Gospel of Nicodemus.” Though his 
Latin loanword in Greek letters (acta; dito) gives these records an 
official sound, it is impossible to conceive of them as official Roman 
documents chronicling the activities of Pontius Pilate, for they alleg- 
edly narrate Jesus’ birth and growth to manhood, his healing of those 
afflicted with various physical handicaps and diseases and his raising 
of the dead (1 Apol. 48.3), the gainsaying, denial and torture of him by 
his persecutors, their setting him on a judgment seat, his crucifixion, 
the soldiers’ using nails to affix his hands and feet to the cross, and 
their casting of lots for his vesture. The many details all but demand 
that Justin is here referring, by another name, a name tailored to the 
apologetic occasion, to the gospels in use by him and other Christians 
in Rome at the time.” That the Christian gospels could receive such an 
appellation is evident both from the title of Luke's second volume, the 
Acts of the Apostles (which we know was in use at least from the time 
of Irenaeus), and from comparison with how both Papias and appar- 
ently Ignatius speak of the contents of the gospels (see below)" That 
Justin is indeed referring to these gospels under the name of "Acts 
which took place under Pontius Pilate,” may be ascertained from two 
sets of passages in the First Apology and the Dialogue with Trypho. 
In 1 Apol. 35 and 38, Justin claims that the emperor may read of the 
fulfillment of Ps 22:16 and 18 (“They pierced my hands and feet” and 
“They parted my garments among them, and cast lots upon my ves- 
ture”) in the “Acts which took place (rûv... yevopévov) under Pontius 
Pilate.” But in Dial. 104 he attests to Trypho that the fulfillment of Ps 
2245с-18 “is written to have taken place (yevópevov) in the Memoirs 





For the argument in greater detail, sec Hill 2007. 
See Koester 1990, 42: Wartelle 1987. 273, on 23. 
™ Koester (1990, 41-42) argues that these are instead “gospel materials” by which 
Балаларды maeti phic pee doe e wren ie ees wt Ёз 
PIE иш 2007, 90-91 
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of his apostles.” It is the same with Ps 22:7, “They spake with their lips, 
they wagged the head, saying, ‘Let Him deliver Himself." In 1 Apol. 38 
Justin refers the reader to the "Acts" for the fulfillment, while in Dial 
101.1-4 he refers Trypho to the Memoirs of the Apostles. 

‘The point to make here is that in material which he attributes to the 
“Acts,” Justin includes details known only through the Fourth Gospel. 
All of these, then, are "redactional" elements unique to John, among 
known gospels. First, there is Justin’s mention of the judgment seat 
at the trial of Jesus. Justin believes that Isa 58:2, "They now ask of me 
judgment, and dare to draw near to God,” was fulfilled when, dur- 
ing Jesus’ trial, the Jews sat Jesus down on the judgment seat (абтбу 
ixáðoav êri Ййнато; 1 Apol. 354). It is only in John's Gospel that 
we read of a Вйна on which Jesus could have sat: “When Pilate heard 
these words, he brought Jesus out and sat down on the judgment seat 
at a place called The Pavement, and in Hebrew, Gab'batha." Justin has 
apparently read ixábtarv of John 19:13 as referring not to Pilate but 
to Jesus. This is an exegetical tradition known also to the author of the 
Gospel of Peter (the Akhmim Fragment) 3:7, who also has Jesus rather 
than Pilate seated, but who substitutes the words xaQéSpav xpíatus, 
seat of judgment, for John's igi." 

‘Then there is Justin's exegesis of Ps 22:16, “They pierced my hands 
and my feet,” which he says has reference to "the nails (о!) of the 
cross which were fixed in his hands and feet" (1 Apol. 35.7). The 
Synoptic Gospels do not mention Jesus’ being held to the cross by 
nails (as opposed to rope or leather, which were used with many cruci- 
fixion victims); among early gospels, only John and the Gospel of Peter. 
mention them. This is, of course, a detail of Christ's crucifixion which 
‘might have been widely known without reference to any written narra- 
tive, But in 1 Apol. 38.7 Justin tells his readers specifically that they сап 
learn about this fulfillment of Ps 22:16 from a written source, allud- 
ing to the source mentioned in chapter 35, “the Acts which occurred 
under Pontius Pilate.” And, as pointed out above, in Dial. 104 Justin 
claims that the piercing predicted in Ps 22:16 “is written to have taken 
place in the memoirs of his apostles.” This, again, points to the identity 
of the Memoirs and the “Acts,” and it means not only that Justin knew 











* On the relationship between the Gospel of John, Gos. Pet. and Justin, sce Koester 
1992, 396-397; Hill 2004, 306-309, 330-852: and on бох Pet. and Justin, sce now 
Foster 2007, who argues convincingly that Justin was not dependent upon Gos. Pef. 
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a written account which mentioned the nails of the crucifixion, but 
that such a source was one of the Memoirs of the Apostles. 

Further details concerning the casting of lots for Jesus’ garment, in 
fulfillment of Ps 11:18 (John 1924) in 1 Apol. 35.58; 38.4; Dial. 97.3, 
and Justin's mention of Jesus healing some who were afflicted “from 
their birth” (êx yeveriig in Dial. 69.6, cf. John 9:1,19,20,32), also point 
to the same conclusion." Justin has relied on John's written gospel for 
his knowledge of Jesus’ crucifixion, and this gospel must have been 
one of the Memoirs of the Apostles. 

Walter Bauer contended that “the gospel of John has left no notice- 
able impression on Justin,” and that Justin simply reflected the caution 
towards this gospel which was typical of the Roman church “right up 
to almost the end of the second century—a mood that manifests itself 
through silence and through explicit rejection." On the contrary, 
when Justin is read carefully, we see that John has figured prominently 
in Justin’s understanding of the divine Christ, the Only-begotten of 
the Father of all, and his being made flesh, and in Justin's knowledge 
of the events of Christ's life and his teaching. He is familiar with ele- 
ments which are scattered throughout the gospel, which also speaks 
against his being dependent simply upon tradition or upon pre- 
Johannine sources. 

А number of scholars have thought that Justin's words in Dial. 103.8, 
that the Memoirs were composed by “Jesus’ apostles and their follow- 
ers,” imply his acceptance of four Gospels, two written by apostles, 
two by followers of apostles In any case, it seems we must conclude 
that John was one of the Gospels which Justin calls the Memoirs of the 
Apostles. As such, John was evidently read from, on occasion, in the 
weekly meetings of Roman Christians for worship on Sundays (1 Apol. 
67.3) and was expounded like the prophets and other Gospels. Not 
only does this conclusion follow from the evidence of Justin's writ- 
ings, it also helps explain how John would soon function alongside 
the three Synoptic Gospels as the basis of Tatian's Diatessaron, how 
Celsus could associate it with other writings of the great church, how 
it figured in the correspondence between the churches in Gaul, Asia 
Minor, and Rome in the ensuing decades, and how by the dawn of 








© Hill 2007, 92-93. 
5 Bauer 1971, 206, 208. 
* Most recently, Skarsaune 2007, 72 Sec his list of scholars, 
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the third century, paintings based on the contents of this Gospel could 
be found among the earliest surviving forms of Christian art in the 
Roman catacombs. 

All of this tends to show the bankruptcy of Bauer's thesis that an 
attitude of caution towards John characterized the Roman church of 
the second century, culminating in the vocal opposition by Gaius in 
the early third century, who allegedly "sensed in the gospel of John 
а spirit of heresy with which his Roman-ecclesiastical attitude could 
not be reconciled.”® The fairly complex issues surrounding Gaius are 
beyond the scope of this essay,” but it is right to point out that more 
recent study has called into question whether Gaius ever criticized 
John at all" (though he probably did criticize the Apocalypse). And if 
Gaius ог anyone in Rome in his day leveled the charges against John’s 
Gospel that are attributed by Epiphanius to the “Alogi” (Par. 51.3.1-6)" 
and attributed in medieval Eastern sources to Gaius, it is clear, first 
of all, that the charges would have had to do with discrepancies with 
the synoptics, not with a supposed gnosticizing tendency in John." 








экс НШ 2004, 135-166. Among the cast examples are apparent representa- 
ton of he ing of Lana be Le Samara woman dn мат) 








= Alogi (unreasoning) is the name Epiphanius says he gives to a group who cri 
cited the 'Аросаурие and Gospel of fob and абала Шеп to Сайн. Several 
Scholars, including Smith (1979) and Culpepper (193), have concluded that there 
Dever was such a group but that Epipbaniur was speaking about Gaius an 
alone. in my opinion, Brent (1993) le probably closer to the mark, who thinks that 
Epiphanius i amalgamating criticisms from various quarters and assigning ther all 
19 single group he has constructed for the purpose. 

= The oniy posible basis for such a conjecture i the later charge (by Epiphanius) 
thatthe A and thes (by te Stans Ebed Jesu and Dionysts bar ain) tha 
Gaius, tributed both the Apocalypse and the Gospel 1o Снан, The caret wit- 
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Secondly, such criticism, if it came from orthodox quarters, clearly 
proved to be quite ephemeral and ineffective in the face of what must 
by this time have been a very longstanding practice of using John as an 
authoritative gospel. The evidence collected above from the Gallican 
correspondence, the possible witness of Celsus, the witness of both 
Tatian and now Justin at the midpoint of the second century show 
how misguided Bauer was in his influential evaluation of the fortunes 
of John. But the evidence from Justin for the use of John for exposition 
іп worship in Rome in the mid-second century implies that it was no 
recently accepted gospel, but must have held an important place in 
Rome and among the orthodox for some time previous, 


34. The Epistula Apostolorum 


Тһе author of the Epistula Apostolorum is unknown, but he was an 
orthodox Christian almost certainly writing in Asia Minor during the. 
time of Polycarp, possibly as early as the second decade of the second 
century, but perhaps more likely in the decade or so preceding 150. 
The use of John's Gospel in this work is substantial. Schmidt said "in 
keiner der uns überlieferten Schriften des 2. Jahrhunderts eine derar- 
ig starke Benutzung des Johannes-evangeliums hervortritt wie in der 
vorliegenden." As а rough indicator, the edition in New Testament 
Apocrypha gives fifty-three separate references to John, five to 1 John. 
‘This work also helps confirm in a number of ways the relationship of 
Justin Martyr to John as delineated above. 

Because its indebtedness to the written gospel is not really controver- 
sial, I shall not take time to establish it here, but rather only illustrate 
it. As it was with Justin Martyr, the prologue of the Fourth Gospel was 
a crucial datum for this author's understanding of the incarnation of 
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that Gaius never attributed John to Cents 

For demonstration f these conclusions, sce Hil 1999 and Stewart Sykes 1997. 
^ Schmid 1919, 24-225. Hengel believes that he Ep. Арон. “shows as well hl 
at that time the authorship was already attributed to John, ке beloved disciple and 
aponle" (Hengel 1989, 12: e£. Hengel 1989,20, 74; НШІ 1997). This identification has 
to do with the wide ue of John and the placement of John at the head of the apostle 
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the Word of God. In Ep. Apost. 3.2 the author declares that, “the Word 
which became flesh [John 1:14] through the holy virgin Mary... was 
born not by ће lust of the flesh but by the will of God [John 1313]..." 
‘This shows that he too is familiar with the Christological application of 
John 1:13 and shows the importance of John 1:14, "the Word became 
flesh” (also Ep. Apost. 14.5: 39.16, cf. 21.2). It exemplifies the back- 
ground for Justin's use of the same Johannine concepts (e.g. Dial. 63.2). 
‘The author refers to Jesus’ turning the water into wine at the wedding 
in Cana (Ep. Apost. 5.1-3; John 2:1-11). He knows Jesus "new com- 
mandment; love one another" (John 13:14; Ep. Apost. 18.5). Also like 
Justin, he knows the Johannine post-resurrection appearance of Jesus 
in which he invites his disciples to inspect his crucifixion wounds (Ep. 
Apost. 11.9; 23.1 cf. John 2027). When the disciples express wonder- 
ment at what they have seen and heard, they are told, "Much more 
blessed are they who have not seen and (yet) have believed" (Ep. 
Apost. 29.6 Copt.), in these circumstances a rather obvious echo of 
John 2029. 

Тһе Epistula is familiar with passages throughout the Fourth 
Gospel. which is good evidence for its acquaintance not with an early 
"signs source" or another hypothetical source for the Fourth Gospel, 
but the Fourth Gospel itself in the first half of the second century in 
Asia Minor. Its deep indebtedness to John (not to mention 1 John 
and Revelation) is a problem for the typical Orthodox Johannophobia 
Paradigm argument, a problem which certainly cannot be averted by 
a claim that it came to him through Gnostic influence.” The work 
sets itself conscientiously and even aggressively against all docetic ten- 
dencies, insisting on Christ's being "in the flesh” not only during the 
crucifixion, but also after the resurrection. As an anti-docetic work 
which relies heavily on John for its Christology, the Epistula isa fitting 
indicator of the Asian background for both Justin and Irenaeus, and 
also of the milieu of Polycarp and Papias. It is also earlier than any 
writing which can confidently be attributed to Heracleon, Ptolemaeus, 
or Valentinus. 





© Hillmer's statement (1966, 171), that the work is "strongly influenced by 
Gnosticism” seriously oversates the evidence and misses the overt 
of the work. See Hill 1999, 24 and Hill 2004, 372. 
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3.5. Polycarp of Smyrna 


While there are plausible traces of Polycarp's knowledge of the 
Johannine gospel in his Letter to the Philippians (particularly 5:2: 7:1), 
there is nothing clear enough to command assent." From this lack of 
compelling evidence in Polycarp's single, short epistle (or double, if 
one follows the theory of Harrison); Koester says “it is certain that 
he did not know the Gospel of John." not when he wrote the letter, 
and not ever.” But clearly, such "certainty" would require us to know 
а great deal more than the contents of Phi 
other hand, since it is commonly, though not unanimously, thought 
that the letter shows Polycarp's familiarity with 1 John 4:2-3 (possibly 
2 John 7 as well) in 7:1,” Robert Grant thinks that, “Such an echo of 
the Epistle suggests that he knew the Gospel as well..." From a purely 
textual point of view, of course, Polycarp's knowledge of 1 John still 
says nothing one way or another about his knowledge of the gospel 
Grant may be of this opinion because of the difficultly of imagining a 
situation in which the Johannine letters are known but the gospel is 
not. In a case such as this, in which we have textual uncertainty, con- 
textual factors may contribute something to a historical judgment of 
the probabilities on the issue. 

‘These contextual factors have to do with the presence or absence of 
evidence for the use of John in contemporary or earlier authors which 
might inform us of the milieu of Polycarp. We have already seen that 
within Polycarp's lifetime the Ep. Apost., in Asia Minor, makes pro- 
found use of this gospel to combat docetism. Earlier material from 








7. Here I accept the criticism of Michael Holmes of my own overstatement in Hill 
2004, 420. 1 should not have said that the plausible traces "ive us a reasonable assur- 
ance hat Polycarp indeed Ален and valed the Fourth Gospel” a the time when 
he wrote to the Philippians. They give us, 1 believe, a reasonable assurance that he 
could have known this gospel at that time, but they are not of a nature to assure us 
that they could not have come from Poljcarp' interaction with the author of the 
‘gospel (Holmes 2005, 199) or indeed, from other sources. Holmes’ approving сі 
боп of Grants statement that Phil. 3.2 shows that -Polycarp could have quoted from 
the gospel but chose not to” (Holmes 2005, 198042), however, is misleading because 
Polycarp most often docs not "quote" but rather intermingles the words of his sources 
with his oven 

7 Harison 1936. Hartog’s recent study (2002, 169) determines that this hypothesis 
“is not necessary at all” and if claimed, the second letter would be best dated before 
120 CE. 

Koester 1995, 135; cf. Koester 1995, 138. 

< Eg, Hartog 2002, 189; Holmes (2005, 224) calls “кету probable." 

^ Grant 1997, 37. 
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Ignatius and Papias’ elder is yet to be considered. There are also other 
second-century materials closely related to Polycarp himself. 

One of these is the written account of Polycarp's martyrdom written 
by one Marcianus. There is a possible Johannine allusion in Polycarp's 
prayer in 142 where he mentions his expectation concerning "the 
resurrection of eternal life (cis дуйотаслу Саў; aiuvíou)," recalling 
John 5:29, ei; éváctucw (ойс, with the characteristic Johannine 
aiGvios added. In the narrative itself, the author relates how Polycarp's 
martyrdom was a martyrdom “in accordance with the gospel” (1:1), 
and marks out a number of coincidences between circumstances sur- 
rounding the capture and death of Polycarp, and the accounts of the 
Lord's passion as recorded in the gospels. In 8:1 Marcianus tells his 
readers that when “the hour came" (tis ópaz Абоботр; cf. the climac- 
tic ңе бра, John 17:1) for Polycarp's departure, “they set him 
on an ass (cf. John 12:14, etc.), and led him into the city on a ‘great 
Sabbath day " (John 1931). John’s is the only account to mention “the 
great Sabbath" (John 19:31) in connection with Jesus’ death." The fact 
that the many points of correspondence are spread out in more than 
‘one gospel, and the fact that their recognition depends on his readers’ 
familiarity with the gospel events in question, suggests that the written 
gospels, including John, are being used in the Smyrnaean community 
at the time of Polycarp's death. 

Irenaeus’ testimony, repeated in at least three publications over a 
period of many years, is that Polycarp saw, heard and was ordained by 
John the apostle." In one place he claimed he could remember how 
Polycarp “reported his intercourse with John and with the others who 
had seen the Lord, how he remembered their words...” (in Eusebius, 
Hist. ecel. 5.20.6). His description of Polycarp's relationship with apos- 
tles is laced with Johannine language, though it contains no actual ref- 
erence to Polycarp using the Fourth Gospel. But in Adv. haer. 427-32 
Irenaeus repeats and elaborates the oral, anti-Marcionite teaching of 
an unnamed elder, a disciple of apostles, which he had memorized. 
Many factors combine to show that this disciple of apostles is in fact 








7 Also mentioned im chapter 21 and in the Martyrium Pionii 21; 38. See 
Buschmann 1998, 167-169, 

77 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 334; Letter to Hlorinus and Letter to Victor іп Eusebius, 
Hist. ecel. 52056 and 52416, respectively. 
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Polycarp." There is one place in this material which reflects the elder's 
knowledge of the Fourth Gospel. In Adv. haer. 4.31.1, while defend- 
ing the saints of the old covenant against Marcionite slander, Irenaeus 
cites the words of the elder, who said that we should "give thanks 
concerning them to God, because at the coming of our Lord he for- 
gave them their sins” For he also used to say that they gave thanks 
for and rejoiced in our salvation.” Irenaeus’ use of John 8:56 and its 
interpretation in the earlier part of book 4 show that this is an allu- 
sion to Jesus’ words in John 8:56, "Your father Abraham rejoiced to 
see my day, and he saw it and was glad." The import is that Irenaeus 
had learned his interpretation of John 8:56 from the apostolic elder, 
Polycarp. This instruction probably took place sometime between 
about 140 and 154. 

Ап excellent, though in the nature of the case not fully conclusive, 
argument can be made that the so-called Epistle to Diognetus is actu- 
ally the transcript of a speech given by Polycarp before a Smyrnaean 
nobleman named Diognetus." If this work is by Polycarp, the use 
of John in his teaching at some point near the middle of the second 
century is manifest." Just one pair of allusions must suffice here. The 
author speaks of God sending his Son, and “when he sent him, he did 
so as one loving, not judging (Exeuyev $ алу, où xpivaw)” (7:5), 
and later says, “For God loved (‘jyéixner) men...to them he sent his 
опе and only Son (пр; oç ёхёотее tov убу exito tov uovoyevî)" 
(102). The conceptions and the language are surely indebted to John 
3:16-17, “For God so loved (йүйхтогу) the world that he gave his only 
Son (xàv viðv tiv povoyevi)...For God sent (Zxéateiiev) the Son into 
the world, not to condemn (об... Хуа xpivp) the world, but that the 
world might be saved through him" (cf. John 12:47; 1 John 4:9). 

‘Thus, while judgments may continue to differ on the likelihood 
that Polycarp knew the Fourth Gospel at the time of writing to the 
Philippians (we can, of course, not be “certain” that he did or did not 
know it), there is other evidence to make it extremely likely that he did 
їп fact use this gospel in the course of his ministry. And even if one 








7! For the evidence and the significance of the identification, sce Beatrice 1990; 
and Hill 20068, 7-94. 

"= Hill 2006a, 61-64 

^^ Beatrice 1990; Hill 20063, 97-165. For the archeological proof of a Smyrnacan 
йу ruler named Diognctus and his grandson of the same ame in Бе time of Polycarp, 
see ut 2006а, 160-165. T 

"^ For the evidence, же Hill 2004, 61-366. 
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chooses to reject all this evidence, if the author of the ad Diognetum 
is someone else, if Irenaeus’ apostolic presbyter is someone else, these 
sources and the allusions in the Martyrdom remain as witnesses to the 
influence of John among the orthodox, all most likely in Asia Minor, 
in the period of Polycarp's life. These factors, along with analyses of 
the Apology of Aristides, the letters of Ignatius and the fragments of 
Papias (see below) would at least constitute contextual factors which 
should help the historian to render a judgment on the probability that 
Polycarp knew John's Gospel at the time he wrote to the Philippians. 


36. Aristides of Athens 


Almost always overlooked in discussions of the early testimony to John 
is the apologist Aristides of Athens. The Apology of Aristides survives 
entire in a fourth- or fifth-century Syriac translation, and in part in 
а fifth-century Armenian version (chapters 1-2), two fourth-century 
Greek fragments (chapters 5.3-6; 15.6-16.1) found at Oxyrhynchus, 
and a very valuable Greek paraphrase of almost the entire work incor- 
porated into the tenth-century Life of Barlaam and Joasaph 26-27 by 
one Euthymius in Bithynia." Eusebius states that this apology was 
presented to Hadrian (Hist. eccl. 4.3.3), and this is borne out by the 
title in the Syriac version, and the address of the Armenian." This 
probably occurred when Hadrian visited Athens in 125 and was there 
initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries. 

As is typical of Christian apologists of the early period, Aristides 
does not cite his written authorities explicitly to unbelievers who 





1" See Wolff 1937. On the relative accuracy of the Syriac and the Greek of Barlaam, 
the Greck fragments of an ancient recension discovered at Oxyrhynchus have pro. 
vided a trustworthy guide. Afer a close comparison with the first of these fragmenty 
Grenfell and Hunt (Oxyrhynchus Papyri 15, no. 1778) reported that the Syriac ver- 
sion tends to expand, Barlaam to contract, but that each is essentially faithful to the 
‘original. Milne (1924, 75) affirmed this conclusion after studying the second fragment, 
finding in the Syriac ight amplifications and two omissions: "On the whole, however, 
the Syriac gives а tolerably lose rendering, although И docs not appear to reproduce 
the leseness and austerity of the Greek.” 

"othe address in the Syriac goes on to mention Antoninus Pius (138-161 CE). 
Grant (1998, 38-39) suggested an original apology to Hadrian was reworked and 
presented again to Antoninus Pius. Pouderon, Pierre and Outtier (2000, 181-182), 
however, show that the Armenian and the Syriac go back to a common Eastern redac- 
tion, and argue that because the Armenian is consistent in referring to Hadrian in 
both the title and the addres, the reference to Antoninus is due to the Syrian scrit 
confusion. 
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did not hold them to be authoritative. And yet, it seems clear that 
Aristides knows a plurality of authoritative Christian gospels (15.1 
Greek: 2.4 Syriac). He makes bold to exhort the emperor to read about 
the Christian teaching in what he calls “the gospel.” 


Greek of Barlaam Syriac 
15.1 And if you would read, O King, — 24 This is taught in the gospel, as it 

you may judge the glory of his is called, which a short time ago was 
presence from the holy gospel preached among them; and you also 
‘writing, as it is called among, if you will read therein, may perceive 
themselves. the power which belongs to it. 


Aristides here refers to “the gospel.” which, though it may have been 
“preached” among Christians, is here in about 125 assumed to be avail- 
able in written form and known by the name of “gospel” to Christians, 
‘The singular “gospel,” as we know from a period even later than this, 
can be used when the witness of plural gospels is in view,” and this 
seems to be the case here, as Aristides will mention details of the life of 
Christ which cannot have come from any single gospel known to us. 
‘There are excellent reasons for thinking that one of the gospels which 
Aristides had in mind was the Gospel according to John. In a very brief 
catalogue of biographical facts about Jesus, Aristides states that Jesus 
“was pierced by the Jews, and he died and was buried” (2.5 Syriac). 
John's is the only account of the crucifixion known up to this time 
to record the piercing (John 19:34). Of course, a detail such as this 
could have been learned by tradition and not have come directly from 
any written gospel"! Yet two factors should be borne іп mind. First, 
apart from possibly the allusion to Zech 12:10, “when they look on me, 














* Ex tig лар” афто; xuhoupéons rierreueis irías прайс, The word áyias, 
as it is not attested in the Syriac or Armenian, is probably not original (Pouderon, 
Pierre and Outtier 2000, 176). 

™™ See Dial. 102; 100.1 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 35.1: 117. On the use of the singular 
"gospel" in Dial. 10.2; 100.1, Barnard (1967, 57) says, “This seems to refer to a collec- 
tion of written memoirs as is the case with irenacus and many subsequent writers." 

"The agreement of the Syriac and Armenian shows éexevtiw must have been 
in the original, though the Greek of Barlaam has simply “through the cross” (154). 
Pouderon, Pierre and Outtier (2000, 191) conclude that the author who adapted the 
apology to his new context in Barlaam ignored the verb éxxeveé because “le mot était 
ignore des formules de foi en usage su x siëcle” when he worked. 

7" Pouderon, Pierre and Outtier (2000, 191) say that this "évoquit nécesairement 
тіз” 

"^ Ог from а post gospel testimonia source, such as Justin may have used. 
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on him whom they have pierced” in Rev 1:7, the piercing of Jesus is 
evidently only attested in works which are much later than and depen- 
dent on the Fourth Gospel (Sib. Or. 8.296; Apollinarius of Hierapolis; 
Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.22.2; 4332; 4.35.3; Acts of John 97; Clement, 
Exc. Theod. 61.3)" Second, and most significantly, this reference to 
a detail recorded only in John occurs in chapter 2 of the apology, 
in precisely the context in which Aristides informs the 
his information about Jesus comes from “the gospel, as i 
And this is not a reference to the unwritten, oral gospel proclama- 
tion, for this gospel is something which he enjoins the emperor to 
read for himself to ascertain whether what Aristides is saying is true." 
Presumably, if the emperor could not find an account of the piercing 
in this “gospel,” Aristides’ truthfulness would be in jeopardy. There is 
thus every reason to believe that here Aristides is repeating a distinc- 
tive aspect of the crucifixion of Jesus which he had read in a gospel 
which his words suggest would have been available in Athens for the 
emperor to peruse if he so chose. 

А familiarity with the Fourth Gospel seems to underlie another 
portion of chapter 2. Here Aristides speaks of Jesus Christ as "hav- 
ing come down from heaven" (бл обрауоб xataßáç). This kind of 
language is not found in the Synoptic Gospels but is very Johannine, 
echoing, as Titus Nagel points out, two Johannine passages, John 3:13, 
6 x той обрауоб катара; and John 6:38, ёт xaraBéBnea йлд той 








"е CE Justin, who several times cites Zech 12:10, the text which John 1937 says 
was fulfilled by this event (буттап ciz ду бекіт). The verb used in the most 
common LXX tradition (suropyéquan) does not mean "pierced" but “treated despite- 
шу” 





"he editor who incorporated the apology into Barlaam transferred this section 
ia ier part af is dopo, now maere clap D. The Sac and Armenian 
Mare the original placement. 

TS Ihe information Aristides gives in chapter 2 cannot al have come ftom only one 
of our gospels (canonical or nen canonical. He mentions that Jeras was coalesced 

Son SF God Most High (riam 2 м û бий тай ротой) 
Mark 57 and Luke £32: 528; no ia Matthew or John. He the 
Ascent from heaven and birth through a Hebrew virgin. The decent from heaven 1 
“xplicit only in John The virgin birth is recounted oniy by Mathew and Luke. Then 
omc the mention of the piercing, the burial (not in Barlaam), the resurrection after 
three days and the ascension to heaven. The “pacing” if comes from a wien 
gospel, must come rom Jeh and thc ascension Could come from any but Mark (even 
T Mark if had the long ending, 16-19). А minimam this seems to require Luke 
and John but а ard to ciclde Mathew and even Mark cannot be ud out АЙ 
fhis Aristides refers o "ihe қора” which e alleges the emperor can cad. 
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офрауоб.!'5 Aristides also mentions in the same context Jesus’ “assum- 
ing flesh” (обрка évéhaBe)." While this also could be explained as 
a Christian commonplace, it is highly relevant that this statement too 
occurs in the section in which Aristides encourages the emperor to 
"read" about these things in "the gospel." And the only gospel to con- 
tain such language is, of course, the Gospel according to John 1:14. As 
he repeats in chapter 16, 








Greek of Barlaam Syriac 
And that you may know, О Take, then, their wri 

King, that in saying these things therein, and lo! you will find that I have 
Tdo not speak at my own not put forth these things on my own 
instance, if you deign to look authority, nor spoken thus as their ad- 
into the writings of the vocate; but since I read in their writings 1 


Christians, you will find that 1 жаз fully assured of these things as also 
state nothing beyond the truth. of things which are to come. 


In addition to the above evidence, there are two portions of the Greek 
of Barlaam, not reflected in the Syriac, which contain probable allu- 
sions to John. The author says in chapter 15 that God made all things 
“through the only-begotten Son (v vi yovoyevei) and the Holy 
Spirit,” which seems, in part, ostensibly based on the theology of John 
1:3,14 and is reminiscent of Justin. This Greek version also contains a 
reference to Jesus’ voluntary death on the cross (Gui отауроб Bavétov 
#үсбоато éxovaig BovAR). which may well be based on John 10:17.18. 
We may conclude from a comparison with the Oxyrhynchus Greek 
fragments that there are places where the Syriac omits something from 
the original and where the Greek of Barlaam preserves the original 
better than the Syriac. Thus it is quite possible that these reflections of 
the teaching of John go back to the original, but lacking support from 
the Syriac, we cannot be entirely confident of this. 

Aristides the Athenian philosopher emphasizes the textual authori- 
ties of Christianity in a way which is quite remarkable for the time and 
for the newly flourishing apologetic “genre.” It is highly significant, 
then, that John's Gospel was apparently known to him and included 
in the designation “gospel.” referring to a written account or accounts 





25 Nagel 2000, 118-115. 

е In the Syriac, “And it is said that God came down from heaven, and from a 
Hebrew virgin assumed and clothed himself with flesh” Pouderon, Pierre and Outtier 
(2000, 189) indicate that the Armenian bas "prendre chair” (marmin атш). 
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of Jesus the Messiah in common use among Christians. It is no less 
significant that Aristides seems to imply, as Justin will later do, that the 
Christian written “gospel” was so readily accessible that the emperor 
could be expected, at least rhetorically, to be able to secure a copy of 
his own. 


37. Ignatius of Antioch 


J.N. Sanders illustrates a tendency among some scholars to want it both 
ways with regard to Ignatius and John when he states, “one cannot 
say with any certainty that Ignatius knew our Fourth Gospel,""” and 
later in the same publication uses Ignatius to exemplify “the reluctance 
shown by the early Church to accept the Fourth Gospel as Scripture." 
But how can Ignatius have been reluctant to accept a gospel he never 
knew? If we judge that Ignatius did not know the Fourth Gospel, we 
at least cannot at the same time use him as evidence of orthodox 
Johannophobia. Since many have found as little or less evidence of 
Mark and Luke and scarcely if any more of Matthew in Ignatius, the 
evidence for orthodox Johannophobia will be about the same as for 
orthodox Marcophobia, Lukophobia, and Mattheophobia. 

Regarding Ignatius. the goals of investigation and questions of 
‘method become particularly acute, though in the history of research 
such goals and questions have often operated at the level of unstated 
assumption. Many scholars are seeking implicitly or explicitly to 
answer the question of “direct literary dependence” and to answer that 
question will only accept what they call “conclusive proof." Usually 
this seems to mean explicit or exact quotation, in forms that cannot 
be paralleled anywhere else. If the only question worth answering is 
that of direct literary dependence, if all we are interested in is conclu- 
sive proof, and if the test employed is exact quotation of a substantial 
amount of unique Johannine material, the results will be predictably 
negative. Hence, many have pronounced a lack of "conclusive proof" 
of Ignatius’ use of the Gospel of John. 

But in the nature of the case, given Ignatius’ letters are what they 
are—letters written not only “on the road” but in captivity and surely 














& Haenchen 1984, 7; f Schoedel 1985, 185. 
з Rathke 1967, 39-40. 
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apart from whatever “writing library" he might have had in Antioch— 
perhaps the question of direct literary dependence, the ideal of conclu- 
sive proof, and the standard of exact quotation are not very realistic. 
Even under the best of conditions, exact citation of a substantial 
amount of earlier text may not have been Ignatius’ ideal." But in 
Ignatius’ circumstances setting up these standards amounts to stack- 
ing the deck in favor of a particular conclusion. 

In my 2004 monograph, 1 noted six places in the letters of Ignatius 
which potentially show his knowledge of John’s Gospel. Even more 
recently Paul Foster has treated the question of Ignatius’ possible use 
of NT writings, including John. He is consciously building on Inge's 
treatment of a century earlier'? and comes to more reserved conclu- 
sions than his predecessor. He examines only the instances which Inge 
thought showed the most probable contact with John. Foster contrasts 
his and Schoedel's negative conclusions with my own more positive 
ones, though he quite fairly points out that we really have two different 
goals: his is to determine whether Ignatius “uses John” in his letters, 
mine to determine Ignatius’ knowledge of John. “Use” here seems to 
assume a conscious and direct borrowing of Johannine material 

Earlier in his essay, Foster had stated that the inaccuracy in 
Ignatius’ references to earlier sources “is due to the pragmatic fac- 
tors surrounding the composition of his epistles,” noting also that “It 
is highly unlikely that Ignatius had access to the texts he cited while 
being taken to Rome.” But when assessing the Johannine parallels 
the angle of approach seems to change. Inge had concluded that “on 
the whole direct literary dependence seems much the most probably 
hypothesis." Foster dissents from Inge's conclusion here, but in dis- 
senting, Foster seems to be accepting Inge's framing of the question as 
that of "direct literary dependence.” Here, despite what had been said 
earlier," Foster's negative assessment seems to bring in the idea again 








Whittaker 1989. 

^^ Foster 2005, 

з Inge 1905. 

2% Foster 2005, 161. On this observation by earlier scholars, see Hill 2004, 426- 
ат. 

3: CE, also Foster 2005, 165, writing of Ignatius’ knowledge of 1 Cor 1:18,20 in Eph 
18:1, “Hence, once again, there is an inexact quotation of material from 1 Corinthians 
probably reflecting the fact that while being transported in Roman custody Ignat 
tid not have access to a copy of 1 Corinthians. None the les he knew its contente 
well enough to paraphrase the epistle at certain points, at times with quite а high cor- 
respondence with its actual vocabulary 
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of Ignatius writing his letters with a copy of John's Gospel in front of 
him, checking to make sure he has copied the words correctly. 


37.1. Romans 7:2 
‘The first of the two passages Foster cites is Rom. 7:2: 


My lust has been crucified, and there is no fire of material love in те; 
but water living (Sop бё Çîv) and speaking in me, speaking to me from 
within, "Come to the Father (Асбро ярд; tov natépa).” 


Because Ignatius’ reference to “living water” concerns spiritual water 
and not physical water, he is certainly closer to John 4:10 and 7:38 
than to the use of the phrase in Hellenistic literature generally or in 
Didache 7:1-2, where it simply means “running water.” These other 
parallels, then, are of no real value. The fact that this "living water" 
seems to stand for the Spirit, also signifies an element in common 
with John.” For Foster, however, the Johannine parallel is virtually 
neutralized by noting a parallel with Odes of Solomon 11:6-7, which 
also speaks of living water speaking: “And speaking waters touched 
ту lips from the fountain of the Lord generously. And so 1 drank 
and became intoxicated, from the living water that does not die.” This 
provides a parallel to the notion of living water also “speaking,” a 
Concept not present in John. Few, however, would posit that Ignatius 
is actually dependent upon the Odes, which most seem to date later 
than Ignatius," but both could be indebted to ideas not uncommon in 
the Syrian Christian milieu. This certainly does not rule out Ignatius’ 
knowledge of John as a source for the notion of the Spirit as “living 
water." though this short phrase by itself seems quite insufficient to 
allow us to conclude that it reflects such knowledge. 


77 So also Schoedel 1985, 185. 

^7 The fourth-ceatury author of the long recension wrote 2б, “welling 
7 instead of hao, “speaking” which would be a rather more clear indication 
of indebtedness to John 4:14 (but whoever drinks ofthe water that 1 shall give him 
RU never thirst: he water that 1 shall give him will become in him a spring of water 
welling ир [éuevou to eternal Ife), Lightfoot in fact regarded ичен as the 
most probable reading. suggesting that the айу “might very easily suggest ішігі 
{scribe from the following yon” (Lightfoot 1981, 12225). Lightfoot points to the 
Popularity of the motif of the “ving waters welling up. from John 414 later in the 
Second century among Naassenes, Sethians, and in Justin the Gnostic, as referred o 
in Hippolytus, Ref 531927 

29 for Ihe various Views on this see Hill 2004, 380-383. 

2» Note again the allusions to the living water of Jon 414: 238 in EpVe and 
Irenaeus cited above, 
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In their treatments of Rom. 72. Inge, Schoedel, and Foster all stop 
with the term “living water" which Ignatius says spoke in him. But 
what the inner voice urged Ignatius, to “Come to the Father’ (Асбро 
pis tov латёра), that is, to come to the Father not by way of conver- 
sion but by way of death," also has strong links to Johannine thought 
and language. The construction pds tov латёра occurs sixteen times 
in the NT, of which ten are in the Johannine gospel and two in 1 John." 
In the Apostolic Fathers, the phrase occurs only once more, in 1 Clem. 
62:2, where it refers to "thoughts toward the Father.” None of the non- 
Johannine instances uses the phrase to depict belief in "coming" npds 
tov латёра through death, as Ignatius does. On the other hand, of 
the ten uses of the phrase pds tov zazépa in John, eight (13:1; 14:12, 
0.17.28; 20:17bis) refer to Jesus’ going or ascending zpòç tov 
патёра in connection with his death and resurrection (the two epis- 
tolary passages refer to Jesus’ heavenly presence "with the Father”). 
For instance, John ‘came from the Father and have come into 
the world; again, I am leaving the world and going to the Father (np; 
tov natépa).” John also contains Jesus’ unique claim in 146 that his 
followers can come pis rbv xatépa only through him. Thus it is not 
simply the phrase, but the idea of coming to the Father through the 
instrumentality of death, which links Ignatius to John's teaching. 

‘Thus in Rom. 7:2, the living water speaking in Ignatius and com- 
manding him to endure to the end and so come to the Father through 
death, marries two Johannine concepts expressed in Johannine terms. 
But one should not stop with Rom. 7:2 and fail to see that the imme- 
diately following verse contains further Johannine parallels. It is even 
possible that Ignatius’ mention of the Johannine “living water” has 
triggered the thought of the Johannine “living bread" (д dproz 6 àv. 
John 6:51) which he now goes on to reference. 











2236), on the other hand, characterizes the connection, “Si on 
‘ive quil a promise en Ja 4,10 et 7,38, on peut le suivre chez le 





Pare” 

For Ignatius” expectation of “attaining God” through death, see Hill 2001, 
55-90. 

77 The four remaining passages are Luke's two references to the prodigal son's 
return “to my father in each case followed by a pronoun (Luke 151820) and two 
Тілеке in Ephesians which speak of access tothe ater” in prayer (2:18 X19). 

27 On the material in John see de Boer 2005. 
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372. Romans 73 
| take no pleasure in the food of corruption (sposi вора), nor in plea- 
sures of this life. 1 desire the bread of God (ото беоб), that is, the flesh 
(обед) of Christ who is of the seed of David: for drink I desire his blood 
(zóna Өй tò айа cito), which is incorruptible love. 

Ignatius’ words in these two statements are very reminiscent of the 

"Bread of Life” dialogue in John 622-58. Ignatius says he takes no 

pleasure in the “food of corruption” (троў eBopáz): Jesus says in 

John 627 not to work for “food which perishes” (riv Bpôow thy 

ùnoAAvpévnv)—the same concept but expressed in different words, as 

же might expect from someone who did not have a copy of the gospel 
їп front of him but who was familiar with its teaching, 

Ignatius says what he desires instead is "the bread of God, that is, 
the flesh of Christ" (cf. “the bread [of God]" in Eph. 5:2); Jesus allu- 
sively calls himself “the bread of God” in John 6:33. John 6:33 rep- 
resent the only occurrence of the term dpros Өсөб in the NT or the 
LXX." It is possible, of course, that Ignatius is familiar with such a 
phrase simply from common Christian Eucharistic theology, quite 
apart from a familiarity with John's Gospel. But a few things should 
be kept in mind. 

First, Ignatius’ words here do not occur in a Eucharistic context (cf. 
РИЙ. 4:1; Smyrn. 7:1) but a martyrological one. Also, Ignatius specifies 
that by the bread of God he means the flesh of Christ. John 6:51-56 
repeatedly identify the living bread, the bread that Jesus gives, with 
the обрӯ of Jesus. The synoptic and Pauline passages which recount 
the Last Supper all identify the bread of that supper with Jesus обра, 
not with his ойр$, After mentioning his desire for the flesh of Christ, 
Ignatius says he desires Christ's blood. Jesus in John 6:53 pronounces 
that those who do not eat his flesh and drink his blood do not have 
eternal life. This pairing of the concepts of eating Jesus’ flesh and 
drinking his blood, repeated four times in John 6:53-36, is also unique 
to John among the gospels. 

Schoedel, who comments on some but not all of these links between 
Ignatius and John, believes they do not add up to "literary depen- 
dence.” If he is speaking of direct literary dependence, I would agree. 
Ignatius was certainly not copying from a text of John's Gospel as 








10 In both John and Ignatius both nouns are anarthrous (Kieffer 1992, 2236). 
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he wrote to the Romans. But “indirect literary dependence” does not 
seem to be considered by Schoedel. 

It seems we must say that Ignatius is familiar with Jesus’ Bread of 
Life discourse in some form. Did this come to him through only oral 
means, or through a lost written source used by the author of the 
Fourth Gospel? If this were the only portion of John Ignatius knew, 
we might have to leave the question open. But we have seen already 
from Rom. 7:2 that Ignatius also seems familiar with other portions 
of John’s Gospel outside the Bread of Life discourse. The greater the 
number of credible points of familiarity with disparate portions of the 
gospel, the more difficult, it seems to me, it is to explain them all on 
some basis other than knowledge of the Fourth Gospel. And there is 
yet more material to consider. 


3.7.3. Philadelphians 7:1 
Тһе other Ignatian text treated by Foster is Philadelphians 7:1. 


For even if some wished to deceive me according to the flesh, neverthe- 
less the Spirit, being from God, is not deceived. For it "knows whence it 
comes and whither it goes (сібе үйр хібіеу pyeten кай nob луи) 
and it proves the secret things. 


‘This has a clear and very close resemblance to Jesus’ words in John 
3:8, "The wind [or spirit] (veya) blows where it wills, and you hear 
the sound of it, but you do not know whence it comes or whither it 
goes (ойк оїбас róðev ёрустап кой лоў ӛлдугі); so it is with every 
опе who is born of the Spirit" (cf. also 8:14). Here would seem to be 
just what the seekers for certainty of direct literary dependence are 
looking for. Five exact same words, niBev ёрустал кай лой олбу, in 
exactly the same sequence, including two verbs in exactly the same 
form, same tense, voice, mood. person, number." In addition to the 
five-word phrase, each author has a form of the word оїба, John in 
Jesus’ denial that his opponents “know” whence the Spirit comes and 
whither it goes, and Ignatius in an affirmation that the Spirit itself 
does “know” whence it comes and whither it goes. Each author also 


“Per по, ма rps ytd nage аі сы — 
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relates the subject of this phrase to nothing else than the Spirit of God. 
Moreover, one would certainly have to place this phrase in the category 
of Johannine “redactional material" as it is distinctive to John among. 
all known, early gospels. Not only this, but it relates to a particularly 
Johannine theme which runs through the Fourth Gospel," the theme 
of the mystery of “whence Jesus is” and “whither he is going” (cf. John 
737-28, 8:14,23; 9:29-30; 13:3; 199). Distinctive redactional material 
is just what Koester, Hillmer, and Bellinzoni require before acknowl- 
edging dependence upon a NT source. 

In spite of this, some have found it easier to believe that Ignatius got 
the phrase from an unknown Gnostic source," or from an unwritten 
and otherwise unknown saying of Jesus," or, as Koester conjectures, 
from a “traditional theological maxim... perhaps deriving from a litur- 
gical context.” For Foster, the high level of verbal correspondence is 
not yet convincing because of “the way the phrase is used in a man- 
ner so different from the Johannine context.” But is the manner so 
different? True, Ignatius is not talking about the mysterious working 
of the Spirit in regeneration, as Jesus is in John. Ignatius is instead 
talking about the Spirit's work in himself when he uttered "inspired" 
words to the Philadelphians when in their midst, words which, as he 
later learned, were prophetic in nature, seeming to presuppose divine 
foreknowledge of the church’s situation. When recalling this event to 
the Philadelphians and wishing to attribute the words he spoke that 
day to the divine Spirit, he simply describes that Spirit with a phrase 
which Jesus used with reference to the Spirit, memorably and uniquely 
їп the Gospel of John. The two contexts are different, though not so 
entirely different. It is not as though the being which “knows whence 
it comes and whither it goes" is a snake, a centurion, or а runaway 


77 Other aspects of this theme were picked up by the author of the Egerton Gospel 
( verso 20); see Hill 201, 304. 

75 Wetter 1917-1918. The “parallels” in Marcus the Valentinian in Irenaeus, Adv. 
haer. 1215 and in the Exc Theod. 78 used by Wetter and cited by Hillmer (1966, 
11-12), besides being much later, differ from both John and Ignatius to a wide extent. 
‘The phrase found in John and ignatius hardly qualifies to be a called a “technical 
gnostic phrase,” as Hillmer would have it. See also Nagel 2000, 241-243, 

7» Von der Goltz, as mentioned by Richardson 1935, 74. 

7" Koester 1990, 258; cf. Sanders 1943, 13; Hillmer 1966, 12, “an element of the 
жес tradition regarding the coming of the Saviour and his departure familiar to both 
writers” 

“© Foster 2005, 184. Also impressed by the differences in context is Mitchell 2006, 
ES 
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slave; Ignatius is talking, like Jesus in John, about the Holy Spirit. 
And in any case, I have trouble seeing why this amount of difference 
in context should matter very much." Robert Grant's words about 
Ignatius and Paul are equally applicable to Ignatius and John and bear 
repeating: “he can take Pauline expressions and use them in contexts 
of his own. Such usage is hardly surprising. Ignatius, in fact, could not 
have used Pauline expressions in Pauline contexts." 

Schoedel finds in Phid. 7:1 “the strongest possibility in Ignatius of 
а dependence directly on the Fourth Gospel" but in the end is non- 
committal because of “the absence of other positive evidence of such 
dependence." 1 find myself in disagreement with him about the sup- 
posed absence of positive evidence. But again it is worth noting that 
Schoedel appears to be thinking in terms of direct literary dependence, 
which ought to be dismissed as a red herring. It seems hard to deny 
that the best explanation for the expression in РИ. 7:1 is that Ignatius 
was familiar with the Gospel according to John. But Romans 7:2,3 and 
Philadelphians 7:1 are still not the only passages worthy of consider- 
ation in Ignatius. 








3.74. Magnesians 71-82 
In Magnesians 71-2 Ignatius writes, 





Just as then the Lord did nothing without the Father (д kópios бусу той 
татрд; oušêv éxoinaey), being united with Him (hvouévos бн), whether 
through himself or through the apostles, so you do nothing without the 
bishop and the presbyters...Let all run together as unto one temple 
of God, as to one altar, to one Jesus Christ, who came forth from one 
Father, remaining with the one, and returned (to him) (ту 4” bv 
satis spockóvta кай eis Eva бута кай хорбдауса). 

Shortly thereafter, in Magnesians 8:2, he continues, 


On this account they [Le the prophets) were persecuted, being inspired 
by his grace, to persuade the disobedient that God is one, who m. 
К "himself through Jesus Christ his Son, who is his Word procee 
from silence (о; алд ory; poch® in), who in all respects pleased the 
опе who sent him (ö каха sávra eónpésrnov тё néuyaver aùtóv). 











7 1 dare say that one could find as much difference between the contexts of Paul 
in 1 Cor 44 and Ignatius in Йот. 51, though Foster regards Ignatius as indebted to 
Paul at this point none the less. 

"Grant 1962, 324. 

2» Schocdel 1985, 206. 
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Here again we seem to have a cluster of Johannine allusions. What 
draws our attention first here is the apparent double allusion to a sin- 
gle passage, John 8:28-29. That Jesus, negatively, did nothing without 
the Father and, positively, always did what was pleasing to the Father 
are concepts distinctive to the depiction of Jesus in John's Gospel. The 
denial is repeated three times in John (5:19,30;" 8:28), and the affir- 
mation appears only іп 8:29; the full expression occurs thus only in 
8:28-29. 


So Jesus said, “When you have lifted up the Son of man, then you will 
know that I am he, and that 1 do nothing on my own authority (бл 
брало кошё oüšév) but speak thus as the Father (д zathp) taught me.” 
And he who sent me is with me (кой д xéjvas pe нет” брод бөтіу); he 
has not left me alone, for 1 always do what is pleasing to him (бе бүй: 
tù бркотй eins код néveore).” 





Ignatius invokes the concept but splits it up, so to speak, so that the full 
concept may seem to act as an inclusio for the section Magn. 7:1-8:2. 
When the echoes of John 8:28-29 are placed together we find six of 
the same or nearly the same words: жатр; nova; офбёу; xépro (in the 
form of an aorist substantive participle, “the one who sent” Jesus); тй. 
peatá.. xoti / сбарсатёш:' and яйутотс / катй яйута. In addition 
to these, Ignatius’ phrase “without the Father" (бусу тоб zatpóg) in 
this context is certainly equivalent in meaning to Jesus’ “from myself” 
(x^ ipocotob). And the subject in both accounts, Jesus, is the same. 
It seems to me that this is a rather remarkable set of concurrences 
to which neither Inge, nor Schoedel, nor Foster, has called attention. 
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Consider in particular Ignatius’ use of the verb xêro in the aorist 
substantive participle to refer to the Father as “the one having sent” 
Jesus. This use of this form of zéu can be found nowhere in ће NT 
except in John," where it occurs no less than 25 times! 

Moreover, between the echo of John 8:28-29b in Magn. 7:1 and 
the echo of John 8:29с in Magn. 82, there are other Johannine con- 
cepts. The idea of Jesus being one with the Father is distinctive to John 
among the gospels, and his remaining one with the Father during his 
time on earth, as we saw, reflects John 8:29a-b, "And he who sent 
те is with me, he has not left me alone.” The conception of Jesus as 
the Word is of course Johannine." His coming forth from the Father 
and then returning to him is also distinctively Johannine, as one sees 
іп John 13:3; 16:28. John and Ignatius use different compounds of 
%pyowa for Jesus’ going forth from the Father, but this is understand- 
able, particularly if Ignatius is not writing with a copy of John before 
him for reference. Again, besides what seems to be a clear use of at 
least one Johannine passage, there is a cluster of apparent Johannine 
allusions or echoes. 

We have examined here a number of passages which, I believe, 
indicate Ignatius’ knowledge of John's Gospel. There are other pos- 
sible ones,'® including one mentioned by Allen Brent in two recent 
publications. Concerning Eph. 17:1, “For this reason the Lord received 
perfumed ointment on his head in order that he might breathe incor- 
ruption into the Church,” Brent observes, “Ignatius will interpret the 
significance of Jesus’ anointing by an unknown woman shortly before 
his death (Ман. 26.7; Mark 14.3] in the light of Christ's breathing 
into the apostles in this passage [іе in John 20.21-22]. Ignatius’ 
reference to the Lord receiving ointment on his head, even Schoedel 
acknowledges, is based on Ignatius’ knowledge of the story “in a form 
close to that of Matthew (26:7; cf. Mark 14:3) where the ой is poured 














"The verb in the future indicative is used for the father in the parable of the 
wicked tenants in Luke 20:13, which is an oblique reference to the divine Father. 

"The author of ће ad Diognetum (Polycarp?) uses the verb in the aorist indicative 
eight times in 72-6 for God's sending of his Son, but this passage too is dependent 
upon John (Hill 2004, 363). 

"е For the idea of the Word proceeding “from silence” see Schoedel 1985, 121; and 
Hill 2004, 435-427. 

° See in particular РЫА 91-2 (John 107,9; 14: 830-59; 17-20-23); Smyrn. 
{Joba 2025), and the detailed treatment ofthese and other places in Nagel 
mei 

“© Brent 2007, 38-39, also 86. See also Brent 2006, 436. 
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‘on Jesus’ head’ and not (as in Luke 7:38 and John 12:3) on his feet." 
It seems reasonable that Ignatius has another event in the life of Christ 
їп mind for Jesus’ breathing on the church, and the only one recorded 
іп any gospel is that recorded in John 20:22, “And when he had said 
this, he breathed on them (évegianoev), and said to them, ‘Receive 
the Holy Spirit..." 

Ignatius is the recipient of substantial Johannine tradition. Is it 
more likely that at least some of this tradition reached him through 
the written Johannine gospel, or that all of it reached him through 
other means? Several factors lead me to think he must have known 
the written gospel. First, though the length of the parallels is not great, 
there is a relatively high number of them.’ If we deny Ignatius’ knowl- 
edge of John's Gospel, this means we must imagine that the contents 
of several of the speeches now recorded in that gospel must have come 
to Ignatius from some other route(s). Second, the level of specific lexi- 
cal correspondence in some of them, particularly the exact correspon- 
dence with five consecutive words of Jesus in John 3:8 іп Phid. 7:1 but 
also the several echoes in Magn. 7:1-8:2, is also impressive. Third, and 
closely related to the second, is the fact that so much of the borrowed 
Johannine material appears to be "redactional" going beyond mere 
acquaintance with stories which might have been passed on orally, or 
concepts which might have been communicated in Christian teaching 
ог preaching, to a knowledge of distinctive terms and literary themes 
of the written gospel. Fourth, the close parallels relate to many dif- 
ferent portions of John and are not restricted to one or two, making 
the supposition of oral tradition that much less likely. Fifth, the fact 
that the Johannine material often occurs in clusters has been under 
appreciated by scholars but would seem to indicate that when Ignatius 
mind starts on a Johannine phrase, this often triggers other Johannine 
words or concepts, just the sort of thing we might imagine from one 


7^ Schoedel 1985, кі. 

7 Some have posited that Ignatius instead knew the author of the gospel. While 
this certainly cannot be ruled out, at least not on chronological grounds, to account 
for all the parallels would demand that he had heard orally and mentally retained 
substantial portions of the teaching that ended up in widely separated sections of the 


written gospel. 
“и interesting that even JN. Sanders (1968, 33) later acknowledged this: 
*.. there are many resemblances in thought and to the FG, though nothing 


that can be called а quotation... There are so many of these passages in Ignatius that 
it seems reasonable to suppose that he knew the FG.” 
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who is not referencing his borrowed materials in his study, but is writ- 
ing “on the go.” The three criteria outlined by Bellinzoni: accessibility: 
the presence of redactional material; and the repetition of material 
from the same source, are more than adequately met in Ignatius. 
‘Another factor has yet to be mentioned. Ignatius’ use of the term 
"gospel." in all but one instance, seems to function, if not exactly as a 
title, as a reference to the content" of a written work or works." For 
example, 
But the gospel has something exceptional, the coming of the Saviour, 
our Lord Jesus Christ, his passion and the resurrection. For the beloved 
prophets made proclamation pointing to him, but the gospel is the per- 
fection of incorruption. (Phld. 92) 
It is fiting...to give heed to the prophets, and especially to the gospel, 
їп which the passion is made clear to us and the resurrection is accom- 
plished. (Smyrn. 72) 


Тһе way Ignatius pairs “the gospel” with “the prophets” and the way he 
refers to elements from the story of Jesus as being "in" the gospel, sug- 
gest that he is not just a precursor of later Christian usage, but a wit- 
ness to the early associations of this word with the books now known 
as gospels." This textual consciousness forms part of the background 
for his use of concepts, words, and phrases which he has in common 
with the Fourth Gospel, and shows that it is by no means improbable 
that one of the “gospel” documents so referenced is John. 


38. Papias of Hierapolis 


Papias of Hierapolis in Asia Minor wrote his Exposition of the Lord's 
Oracles in five books perhaps as early as before 110, perhaps as late as 
the early 130%. Papias is famous among scholars of early Christianity 
for two main things. First, he recorded tradition from an elder (almost 
certainly named John) about the origins of the Gospels of Matthew and 
Mark which is preserved for us by Eusebius (Hist. eccl, 3.39.15-16). 
Second, he made a statement about written and oral sources for his 


7* Much as does the word “law” in John 1:17; Acts 753; Rom 6:14,15; 10:4 Gal 
317: Eph 215; Heb 9:19. 

© The singular “gospel” was often used to denote plural written works throughout 
the second century (Aristides, Apology [15.1 Greek: 24 Syriac]; Ер. Apost. 1; Justin, 
Dial. 102; 100.1; 2 Clem. ®5; Theophilus, Ad Autol 312: Irenaeus, cg, Adv. haer. 
175351 

^ Sce Hill 2005. 
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traditions (3.39.34) which has confused readers ever since Eusebius 
excerpted it for his Ecclesiastical History (if not before)! 

Papias recorded tradition he had learned from an elder, evidently 
many years previous to his writing, about the origins and literary 
characters of Matthew and Mark (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15-16), but in these 
excerpts there is nothing about Luke or John. Bauer believed John was 
omitted by Papias because it “apparently belonged to the long-winded 
prattle in which the great masses took pleasure... the Fourth Gospel 
[was suspect], no doubt, because of its content, origin, and the friends 
it had made." Yet despite the fact that the excerpts mention only 
Matthew and Mark, others have noted that there are a few indica- 
tions from Papias’ surviving fragments and from reports by Irenaeus 
about the exegesis of the elders, most probably derived from Papias 
books, that Papias must indeed have used John's Gospel. Irenaeus cites 
an exegetical tradition of certain “elders, the disciples of the apostles” 
which referred to Jesus’ saying recorded in John 14:2, “In my Father's 
house are many mansions” (Adv. haer. 5.36.2). If this is not from 
Papias’ book, it "yields additional and independent testimony to the 
same date and character as that of Papias.”™” 

А number of scholars including Lightfoot, Hengel, Culpepper, Grant, 
and Bauckham, have argued for Papias knowledge of John's Gospel 
from the order and identities of the disciples named in an introductory 
section of Papias’ book cited by Eusebius in Hist. eccl. 3.39.4: “but if 
ever anyone came who had followed the presbyters, I inquired into the 
words of the presbyters, what Andrew or Peter or Philip or Thomas 
or James or John or Matthew, or any other of the Lord's disciples had 
said..." The disciples Andrew, Philip, and Thomas are prominent only 
in John and the order in which they appear (excepting Matthew at the 
end) here mirrors the order in which they are introduced in John 1:40 
and 21:2 and is contrary to any synoptic list. Hengel and Bauckham 
believe that Papias not only used John but must have said something 
about John's Gospel, but that Eusebius has edited it out because it 
contained something he did not agree with. 








77 Bauer 1971, 187. 

е On this se Hill 2004, 407-408 

1” Lightfoot 1593, 197. 

» Lightfoot 1893, 194-198; Hengel 1989, 17-21; Bauckham 1993, 45-55; Culpepper 
1994, 111-112 Grant 1997, 35; Bauckham 2006, 417. 
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But it might be that Eusebius did not repeat in 3.39.15-16 what 
Papias said about John because he had already given it earlier in his 
book, though without attribution of his source. In an earlier article 1 
presented evidence that Eusebius has in fact paraphrased Papias’ com- 
‘ments on John (and Luke). when he refers to an earlier written source 
(катёде буо, "a record preserves") while cataloguing the writings of 
John the apostle in 3.24.5-13."" The full evidence cannot be repeated 
here. The argument will instead be briefly summarized, and then parts 
of it will be revisited in a response to Richard Bauckham, who has 
recently commented on it at some length. 

First, we know that Irenaeus and Eusebius knew Papias’ account 
of the origins of the gospels, and links between the material explicitly 
attributed to Papias in 3.39.15-16 and statements about gospel origins 
in later writers indicates that in all probability other writers also knew 
this account. Some of the authors who apparently knew Papias words 
about the writing of Mark and Matthew also speak in ways similar to 
опе another about Luke and John. This could suggest that, if indeed 
Papias wrote about Luke and John, he might also be the source for 
these later writers on these gospels as well. Indeed, we find that there 
are several parallels between their testimonies about Luke and John 
and the material Eusebius cites from his written source about Luke 
and John in Hist. eccl. 3.24. 

Second, the account in 3.24 is linked to Papias by close similarities 
in both the concerns and the wording of the material Eusebius attri- 
butes to Papias later in 3.39.15-16. These include (a) that each gospel 
had its origin in the preaching of one or more apostles, (b) that the 
evangelists wrote at the request of others, (с) that a form of the word 
“recollections” associated these gospels with the firsthand reports of 
the Lord's personal disciples, (d) a concern for the different degrees or 
types of "order" or "arrangement" of the materials in the gospels, and 
(e) the attempt to find an "endorsement" for each gospel from another 
accepted, textual authority. 

Alternatives to Papias as the source are also considered, but none 
comes near to satisfying the relevant data as well as does the Exposition 
of the Lord's Oracles by the bishop of Hierapolis. Accepting the bulk of 
the account in 3.24.5-13 (in particular, 3.24.5-7,11) as coming from 
Papias book would explain much of the tradition concerning the four 





“' Hill 1998; repeated and augmented somewhat in Hill 2004. 
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gospels which occurs in later writers who used Papias’ work, such as 
Justin, Irenaeus, the author of the Muratorian Fragment, Clement, 
Origin, and Victorinus of Pettau. The material recorded in Hist. eccl. 
3.24.5-16 seems to provide a missing link. 

АШ of this would mean not only that these gospels were known 
to the elder in the very early years of the second century, but that 
they were already held in high esteem. They were already credited to 
apostles or to followers of apostles (anticipating Justin). Efforts were 
also being made to provide accounts of their origins and to deal, at 
least summarily, with some of the difficulties posed by having mul- 
tiple authoritative accounts of Jesus’ words and deeds which did not 
always entirely match each other. Because it is nearly certain that the 
elder who passed this information on to Papias is his “elder John,” this 
‘would mean that whoever “John” was to whom the Fourth Gospel was 
being attributed, he was not John the elder. 

Тһе most extended interaction with the thesis which I have seen so 
far in English’ is that of Richard Bauckham in his recent book, Jesus 
and the Eyewitnesses.® Bauckham acknowledges that “a good case" 
has been made for the proposal, but also says that he doubts if it can 
be sustained. He offers no reasons why the case cannot be sustained, 
but instead offers six “qualifications” of it. The first two qualifications 
have to do with the fact that in 3.24.5-13 Eusebius is not quoting his 
source verbatim but giving a paraphrase, and in at least one section 
(3248-10) breaks in with his own comments, which may still reflect 
something of the substance of the source, but contain noticeably his 
own thoughts. These points I affirmed in the original essay, and they 
Фо not affect the argument that the source Eusebius is using and para- 
phrasing is Papias. 

Тһе third of Bauckham's qualifications has to do with Eusebius’ use 
of gaat (“they say") in the course of his reporting on what the source 
says. Bauckham acknowledges that Eusebius is working with a written 
source in 3.24.5-7 when saying “a record holds" (xarrée1 Абос), but 
he says it is not clear that the use of eat іп 3.24.7 and 11, in appar- 
ently referring back to this source, can indeed refer to a written source. 








7^ The recent work by Norell 2005, which contains а lengthy reply, has come into 
my hands unfortunately too late to be responded to here. 

"^" Bauckham 2006, 433-437. 

7^ Bauckham 2006, 433. 

© See, eg, Hill 1998, 593-594, 599. 
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Here he is simply mistaken." But he is right, on the other hand, to 
surmise that Eusebius could be using “they say” because he is report- 
ing Papias (written) words, who was himself passing on oral reports. 
“If the author of the source in 3.24.6-8, 11, is Papias, then Papias could 
be citing what he had heard that the elders had said or what he had 
heard that John the Elder had said.™ This “qualification,” then, only 
supports the identification of Eusebius’ source as Papias, and simply 
stresses that the information goes back to a time before Papias wrote, 
to some time which must be quite close to the turn of the first/second 
centuries. 

Another of Bauckham’s qualifications concerns a conclusion I drew 
from the identification, and does not really touch the proposal to 
identify the source of 3246-15 as Papias. This means that only two 
of Bauckham's six qualifications remain, and propose any significant 
difficulties. To these we now turn. 

"The first concerns what the unattributed source in 3.24.5 and the 
attributed Papian fragment in 3.39.16 say about Matthew. Bauckham 
thinks that what Eusebius records from his anonymous source in 
3.24.5-6 could not be part of the same account which Eusebius attri- 
butes to Papias in 3.39.16 (he acknowledges that it could have come 
from another context in Papias’ work). On the contrary, I think they 
would fit together quite well. Bauckham observes that one of the con- 
cerns reflected in 3.39 is “the issue of order in the Gospels,” whereas the 
only point of agreement between the two sources is the assertion “that 
Matthew wrote in Hebrew.” There is no reason, however, why these 
two concerns might not have been combined in the same account. In 
3.24.5-7 Eusebius is only repeating enough of the source's informa- 
tion on Matthew (Mark and Luke too) as will provide the necessary 
background for relaying its tradition on John, which is the subject at 
hand. It is quite reasonable to suppose that his source in 3.24.5-13, 





а Sce Hill 2004, 387-388093. 

"© Bauckham 2006, 435. 

‘This conclusion has to do with Papias’ view of the authorship of the Fourth 
Gospel, which, Bauckham charges, is invalid. Here too, 1 believe Bauckham is mis- 
taken. The import of the fragment surely is that its source believed the author of the 
gospel was the apostle John, but what is even more certain is that it rules out John 
the elder as the author of the gospel, because he is apparently the source of Pa 
tradition and speaks of another John as author of the gospel. This, of course, directly 
contradicts Bauckham's own thesis about the authorship of John. 

"^ Bauckham 2006, 435. 
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whose aim clearly was to give information about the origins of each 
of these gospels, did so in order, and the information Eusebius quotes 
about Matthew and Mark in 3.39.15-16 (which stresses that Mark did 
not give things in order but that Matthew did) would fit well after the 
information he so briefly summarizes in 3.24.6 before the information 
on John in 3247. 

The most substantial difficulty Bauckham claims to find with the 
identification of the two sources has to do with the problem of “order” 
in the gospels. I shall deal with it in more depth because it will also 
give the reader a better idea of the nature of the evidence for identify- 
ing Eusebius’ source on the origin of John’s Gospel as Papias. 

Bauckham recognizes that both Papias in 3.39.15 and Eusebius’ 
source in 3.24.5-13 share concern for "order," but believes that the 
solution each source gives to the problem is different, even that they 
are “quite inconsistent,” and that this is then “strong evidence against” 
identifying the sources." He claims then that “in order to save the 
attribution to Papias we have to speculate about what the source itself 
said and how Eusebius has altered it"? This unfortunately gives the 
reader a distorted impression about the actual argument and itself 
relies on Bauckham's own theories (which are by no means devoid of 
speculation!) about what Papias "must be inferred" to have said about 
John. 

Тһе difference between the two accounts, as relates to order, is, 
according to Bauckham, as follows: 


‘The solution to the difference in order between the Gospels that Papias 
must be inferred to have offered is that John's Gospel does follow a cor- 
rect chronological order, while the other Gospels (at least Mark and 
Matthew) do not. In Hist. eccl. 324.5-13 the solution is quite different. 
‘The four Gospels are reconciled without an admission that any of them 
is not “in order.” John is said to have confined himself to filing in the 
gap left by the Synoptics at the beginning of their accounts of Jesus min- 
istry. They narrated only what happened after John the Baptist was put 
pods fener eg Du 
was put in prison. Eusebius is evidently wholly content with this solution 
to the whole issue of differences in order between the Gospels." 





7% Bauckham 2006, 433. 
7^ Bauckham 2006, 436, 
тз Bauckham 2006, 436. 
77 Bauckham 2006, 436. 
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What Papias said about Mark in 3.39.15 was that Mark set things 
down as he (Peter) remembered them; he did not make “an ordered 
arrangement” (oivragtv) and did not put things "in order” (табал) 
but wrote as Peter remembered, tailoring his speeches to his hear- 
ers’ needs (xpeias) (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). Papias, or rather, the elder 
he is quoting, seems to be responding to some criticism from some- 
where about Mark's lack of "order" (х45) and Bauckham believes 
the comparison is being made to John. This may be so, but we may 
only think this from inference or "speculation." for nowhere in the 
account which Eusebius relates in 3.39.15-16 is John mentioned. In 
fact, this section does say that one gospel writer did make an “ordered 
arrangement" (ovverdéGato) and that writer is Matthew, not John. It 
is, I believe, quite true that in the tradition from the elder repeated by 
Papias all the gospels are being considered with respect to the ques- 
tion of literary arrangement (10515), but this means not only Mark and 
John. Matthew's Gospel would apparently be preferred to Mark's in 
terms of “orderly arrangement.” The unnamed source Eusebius uses in 
3245-13 definitely focuses on John's preservation of the beginnings 
of Jesus’ ministry—omitted from the other gospel accounts—and not 
оп the chronological “order” of events in the rest of the gospel story 
(though, as Bauckham observes, issues of chronology might have been 
mentioned in portions of the accounts Eusebius omits). But the issue 
of an author's tá&is or the lack of it cannot be restricted to matters of 
chronology." It can refer to various matters having to do with liter- 
ary skill in composition. Even the omission of important material is 
а matter of “order,” as Quintillian indicates іп а quote mentioned by 
Bauckham himself: if an author's "order" is faulty, he might “repeat 
many things, omit many things."^* 

But elsewhere in his book, Bauckham acknowledges something 
different about what may be inferred about Papias’ view of John's 
"order." Bauckham has argued, correctly, I think, that the author of 
the Muratorian Fragment is dependent at points on Papias’ account of 





эх This is how Bauckham (2006, 203, 214) translates the noun оўухаб he trans- 
lates the verb ouyeucariém "to put into properly ordered form” when referring to 
Papias description of his own work in Hist есі 3.393 in Bauckham 2006, 218. 

57 See, eg, Stewart-Sykes 1995, who shows that тё; docs not in the first place 
refer among historians to chronological order (though it may include it) but literary 
arrangement, “the task of ordering а seres of events into a narrative” (490). 

"7 Quintillan, Institutio Oratoria 7, preface 3, cited by Bauckham, 2006, 219156, 
from Schoedel. 
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the gospels, particularly on what Papias must have said about John." 
After citing a version of 1 John 1:1-3, the author of the Muratorian 
Fragment says of John, "Thus he professes himself not only an eyewit- 
ness and hearer but also a writer of all the miracles of our Lord in 
order." Bauckham writes, 


"That John was not only an eye- and earwitness but also wrote "all the 
miracles of the Lord in order" (per ordinem) corresponds to Papias's 
assertion that Mark "neither heard the Lord nor accompanied him and 
did not write in order (taxei)" what Jesus said and did. Because John, 
unlike Mark, was an eyewitness he was able to write “in order.” Moreover, 
the order that the Muratorian Canon validates in this way is that of the 
Lord's miracles, refering to the most obvious way in which the Gospel 
of John appears to insist on chronological order: in specifying the first 
two “signs” as the first and second of a sequence (2:11; 4:34)... Such a 
statement is the kind of claim we have already concluded that Papias 
probably made about the Gospel of John.” 


Bauckham thus acknowledges that Papias’ (or his elder) reference 
to Mark's "order" concerns the very thing he denies that it concerns 
when critiquing my proposal to identify Eusebius’ source in 3.24.5-13 
as Papias. In the Muratorian Fragment (echoing Papias), John's writing 
“all the miracles of the Lord in order” most likely reflects, as Bauckham 
says, John's ordering of Jesus’ first two "signs" in sequences in John 
2:11 and 4:54. Here is what Eusebius says in 3.24.7-8,11-12: 


After the three Gospels which had been previously written had already 
been distributed to all, and even to himself, they say (qat) that he 
welcomed them and testified to their truth, but that there was there- 
fore only lacking to the Scripture (or writing) the account concerning 
things which had been done by Christ at first (epi сӛз iv лрйтоц;) an 

at the beginning (кай каз” аруу) of the proclamation. (8) The record 
(û Адо) is certainly true... [After some comments of his own, Eusebius 
returns to the account.) (11) Now they say (eai) that on account of 
these things, the apostle John was exhorted to hand down (жарабобиш) 
їп the Gospel according to himself the time passed over in silence by 
the first evangelists and the things which had been done by the Saviour 
at this time (that is, things before the imprisonment of the Baptist), and 
that he signified this when saying “this beginning of marvels (тоту 
ph... арад) did Jesus” [John 2:11], and then by calling to mind 




















7. Bauckham 2006, 427. 

7* Bauckham 2006, 427. Again, “Thus it is likely that the last paragraph..is closely 
dependent on Papias s far as order is concerned, John is superior. This confirms 
that this latter point comes from his source, Papias” (428) 
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(or remembering, нупиоуебоаута) the Baptist in the midst of the acts 
of Jesus as still then baptizing at Aenon near Salem, plainly indicating 
this when he says “for John was not yet сая into prison” [John 3:24]."" 
(12) Thus John in the Scripture (or writing) of the Gospel according to 
him hands down (zapaðéðwoww) the things done (xpargbévea) by Christ 
when the Baptist had not yet been cast into prison, but the other three 
evangelists call to mind (or remember, wwnyovesovow) the things after 
the Baptist had been shut up in prison. 
This forms a remarkable coincidence with the Muratorian Fragment's 
statement that John wrote “all the miracles of our Lord in order,” and 
a remarkable coincidence with what Bauckham had said Papias “must 
have said” about John. In the context of stating that John's account 
recorded events before the arrest of the Baptist, the report used by 
Eusebius commented on John’s ordering of the miracles, “and that 
he signified this when saying “this beginning of marvels (табтту 
арду. -ларабб шу) did Jesus" (John 2:11) before reporting that John 
was still not imprisoned in John 324. 

‘One more rather uncanny detail seems to confirm that the author 
of the Muratorian Fragment knew the material Eusebius cited anon- 
ymously in 3.24.5-13. In reporting his source in the latter passage, 
Eusebius cites John 2:11, but does so in a peculiar way. Instead of 
John's “this beginning of signs (onpeiow)” Eusebius writes, “this begin- 
ning of marvels (xapabóSov)." No surviving text of the gospel has this 
substitution. Eusebius may have made the substitution himself, but it 
is significant that in his two other uses of this verse he follows all the 
manuscripts of John's Gospel in using onuciov. It is more likely that 
Eusebius, instead of finding his copy of John's Gospel and looking up 
its wording, simply reproduced the wording of his source, which had 
substituted the word zapaðóčaw for cngeiav. It is most telling, then, 
that when the Muratorian Fragment in the text cited above speaks 
about John “writing all the miracles of our Lord in order,” instead оҒ 
using the word signum, which normally translates onuciov and which 
the Vulgate uses іп John 2:11 and 4:54 and everywhere else in John 








77 This entire sentence in 3.24.11 is related in indirect speech as the contents оГ 
what “they say.” This clearly refers the reader back to the source in 3246-7. Bauckham 

ics the possibility that the source only consisted of the material in 3246-7, and 
in bases his rejection of the identification of Euschiurs sources as Papias оп this 
restriction, But the content of 324.11 (relating as they do to what he had introduced 

32157), Eusebius use of "hey say,” and the indirect discourse all link this mate- 
1 to Eusebius" written source. 
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for onuciov, the Fragmentist uses the word mirabilium, the word used 
by the Vulgate to translate zapáðočoç in Luke 5:26 and elsewhere. 
Apparently the underlying Greek of the Muratorian Fragment had 
apadsGov not anucíov. It strikes me as unlikely that this same sub- 
stitution should show up both in the Muratorian Fragment, at a point 
where it appears to know Papias’ account, and in Eusebius unnamed 
source, unless that source was Papias. 

In conclusion, 1 do not regard Bauckham's "qualifications" as car- 
rying any weight against the identification of Eusebius’ source in Hist. 
ecel. 3245-13 as Papias. If we accept this identification the implica- 
tions are significant for understanding not only the early afterlife of the 
Fourth Gospel, but for the four gospels as a group. If we do not accept 
this identification, it is still highly probable, from Papias’ apostle list 
and from the tradition of the elders cited by Irenaeus, that both Papias 
and the generation before him in Asia Minor were using this gospel. 


4. CoNCLUSION 


Was John “the Gnostics’ special Gospel"? How close did the orthodox 
come to consigning this gospel to the flames as condemned literature? 
From even our very limited study here, we would have to say: not 
very close. 

Contrary to what has been the prevailing paradigm for the study 
of Johannine community history, there is every reason to believe that 
from very early on John was quite valued by those churches consid- 
ered Irenaeus’ predecessors, in Syria, Asia Minor, Achaia, Rome, Gaul, 
and in Egypt. John rather quickly became closely associated with the 
“great church” and was widely regarded as one of its written authori- 
ties, as is evident in Aristides, Ep. Apost. Justin and Celsus. It might 
even with good reason be dubbed “the orthodox gospel” even in the 
period before Irenaeus. Not that it was the most used gospel among. 
the orthodox—from our present state of knowledge that honor would 
have to go to Matthew. But while John shared with Matthew and other 
gospels its role of providing the churches with authoritative accounts 
of Jesus’ Ше on earth, his miraculous signs, and his teaching, for use 
їп preaching, catechizing, and liturgy. John also played a special role. 
Yes, it provided some of the best-loved stories about Jesus: the turning 
of the water into wine, the encounters with Nicodemus and with the 
‘woman at the well, the bread of life discourse, the raising of Lazarus, 
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the encounter with Thomas after the resurrection (and more). But 
beyond this and in a way unparalleled by any other gospel it clari- 
fied orthodox Christology for churches in the line of Irenaeus’ prede- 
cessors. Thus, more than any other gospel it was useful in apologetic 
contexts with Jews and with pagans for instruction about the pre-ex- 
istent deity of the Word, his fellowship with the Father, his part in 
the creation of “all things.” More than any other gospel it was used in 
polemical contexts with pagans and with Christian docetists of various 
kinds for instruction about the Word's becoming flesh, his partak- 
ing of earthly food and drink, his suffering in the flesh and his rising 
їп the flesh, Its usefulness in this orthodox undertaking is mirrored 
in the Gnostic context in the attempts to “silence” John's witness to 
the Word's becoming flesh and suffering in the flesh (e.g. Trim. Prot. 
4713-19; Acts of John 1018-9). 

From a time very early in the second century it is clear that materials 
which appear uniquely or almost uniquely in the Fourth Gospel were 
їп use among the mainstream or “apostolic” churches, those associated 
with Ignatius and his addressees, and elders of the generation preced- 
ing Papias. It is not quite clear just when we can say with certainty that 
these evidences owe their existence to written materials or to what we 
call the Gospel of John. But the apparent awareness of written gospels 
їп Ignatius, the clear references to gospel writings in Aristides, and the 
definite knowledge of named, written gospels in Papias, if he is indeed 
Eusebius’ source in Hist. eccl. 3.24.5-13, all speak for a very early influ- 
ence of the gospel itself, preparing the way for its use in Rome in ser- 
vices of worship in Justin's day. In any case, the Fourth Gospel soon 
became a mainstay among the orthodox. As such it might be read 
by any who could obtain a copy, who were interested in finding out 
about Christianity for friendly purposes (Aristides), unfriendly pur- 
poses (Celsus), or simply for purposes of curiosity (Trypho: Aristides’ 
and Justin's recommendations to the emperor). In this sense, little has 
changed from then till now. 
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THE DIATESSARON AND THE SECOND-CENTURY 
RECEPTION OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN 


Nicholas Perrin 
Wheaton College 


For some time now it has been widely assumed that in the earliest dec- 
ades of its reception the Gospel of John remained strictly the domain 
of heterodox forms of Christianity. According to this line of thinking, 
it was not until Irenaeus’ heyday towards the end of the second cen- 
tury that the Fourth Gospel, overcoming the hurdle of proto-orthodox 
suspicions, made any substantive inroads into the “great church’— 
all this largely due to Irenaeus himself. It is, 1 suspect, little coinci 
dence that those who have subscribed to this reconstruction have also 
granted only limited significance to Tatians four-fold gospel harmony, 
the Diatessaron. Because Tatian’s harmony (ca. 173 CE) incorporated 
John alongside the Synoptic Gospels and preceded Irenaeus’ writings 
by roughly a decade, it is impossible to grant much evidentiary weight 
to the Diatessaron without also diminishing the watershed significance 
normally attached to the bishop of Lyonss endorsement of John. One 
may be forgiven for wondering whether it is merely out of defer- 
ence to the dominant paradigm, which 1 have just outlined, that the 
Diatessaron's use of John has been regarded as somehow subsidiary to 
the moment of Irenaeus,’ explained by Таап lapse into heresy (соп- 
stituting him as the exception who proves the rule of proto-orthodox 
aversion to John)? or simply ignored." 








' See, eg, Haenchen 1984, 14; and Culpepper 1994, 122. А variation of this 
involves the view that Tatian’ harmonization of the gospel traditions implicd—at 
least in Табып eyes—a low view of their authority: see Campenhausen 1972, 175; 
Gamble 1985, 30-31; and Petersen 2004, 66-68, 1 have argued elsewhere (Perrin 2003) 

inderstands the nature of ancient Jewish harmonization, which 
sd rather than preempted the authority of the source texts. So also, in the 
tian, Merkel 1971, 90-5 
7 Bauer 1996 [1934], 206-207; Barrett 1978, 125: Brown 1979, 141 

> Schnackenburg 1968; Lindars 1982; Poet 1990; Zumstein 1990; Keefer 2006. 
Tatian is only flectingly mentioned in Wiles (1960, 98-99), all of which is quite a 

‘from Sanders (1943, 32) who in connection with Tatian's Oratio writ 
“this is almost the beginning of orthodox interpretation of the Fourth Gospel” 
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In this essay I wish to argue that the current scholarly marginaliza- 
tion of the Diatessaron, within the larger discussion of John's reception 
in the second century, stands in need of revision: contrary to wide- 
spread belief, Tatian’s harmony can actually tell us quite a bit about 
the Fourth Gospel and its reception in the pre-Irenaean church. My 
argument consists of two parts. In the first part I wish to show that on 
examining the sequence of the pericopae (insofar as it can be recon- 
structed on the basis of the witnesses), it becomes clear that Tatian 
assigns a rather high value to the Fourth Gospel. One might even go зо 
far as to say—and here I move onto more controversial ground—that 
in the Diatessaron the Fourth Gospel acquires a kind of hermeneuti- 
cal privilege unshared by the Synoptic Gospels. In the second part, 1 
argue that on considering the earliest testimony to Tatian's theological 
shift, it becomes apparent that the Assyrian’s high estimation of John 
cannot be credibly attributed to his change of views. If the two parts 
of my larger argument together prove valid, this has implications for 
our understanding not only of Tatian, but also, more broadly, of the 
second-century church and its reception of John. 


1. THE SEQUENCE OF THE DIATESSARON AND THE HERMENEUTICAL 
VALUE OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL 


‘The task of weaving together four gospels into one unified and chrono- 
logically ordered account is a difficult one by any standard. It doesn't 
require much imagination to realize that anyone thoughtfully setting 
about such an undertaking would face a number of interpretive deci- 
sions which would on the one side impinge on the organization and 
emphases of the harmony’ final form, and on the other side presup- 
pose certain judgments regarding the gospels, along with a willingness 
to discriminate among them. Where finitude requires that one and only 
опе gospel speak at a given juncture or in cases where two or more 
gospels appear to give conflicting accounts, like William Styroris char- 
acter Sophie, the harmonist must choose for one beloved and against 
another. The basis for such choices may not always be entirely patent to 
later readers. But where one gospel is chosen at the expense of another, 
it is sometimes possible to discern implicit evaluative judgments on the 
part of the harmonist. This, I would argue, is just the case at several 
points when we consider the sequence of the Diatessaron and the role 
of the Fourth Gospel within that sequence. 
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Unfortunately, we possess no extant manuscripts of Tatian’s famed 
text Despite its immense popularity іп the Syrian church (indeed, 
precisely on account of its popularity), the gospel harmony was sys- 
tematically eradicated in the fifth century so as to remove any compe- 
tition with the “separated gospels” that have come down to us in the 
Old Syriac (05%, OS). We do, however, have a vast array of textual 
witnesses, spanning centuries and vast geographical distances. Since 
these Diatessaronic witnesses betray the impress of the now-lost gospel 
harmony in differing degrees, and since there are sometimes consider- 
able differences between these witnesses, it bears stating that when we 
are contemplating the original wording of the Diatessaron, we are—as 
is sometimes the case of text criticism—dealing in the realm of the 
highly provisional. 

When it comes to reconstructing the original sequence of the first 
major gospel harmony, we are on somewhat firmer ground. Largely 
retracing the path laid by the fourth-century Commentary of Ephraem, 
the nineteenth-century giant Theodor Zahn was able to set down a 
sequence he considered likely? When shortly thereafter the Arabic 
Harmony came to be published, it only served to confirm Zahn's 
hypothesized sequence, and with very little exception? Between the 
Arabic Harmony and Ephraem, the sequence of the so-called Eastern 
family of Diatessaronic witnesses comes to light with striking clarity. 
While this sequence disagrees at points with the sequence of Codex 
Fuldensis, the earliest Latin witness and the chief representative (along 
perhaps with the Tuscan Harmony) of the so-called Western family, 
scholars generally presume that the shared sequence of the Arabic 
Harmony and Ephraem reflects the sequence of Tatian himself.” In 





"The recent suggestion of Koltun-Fromm (200) that Tatian was not in fact the 
author of the Diatessaron, as intriguing as may be, trikes me as relying on a eel of 
ерис towards tradition thats if applied evenly lo al zariy church могу. would 
fee the patristic corpus as mere smoke and mirrors. Moreover, the author racially 
sumen wrongly in my view (се discussion below), that the Oratio was writen afier 
‘Tata's break rom Rome 

"Еріген + Commentary indes best attestation in wo tw century Armenian 
manuscripts andatlons of which were published în 1876 Whether or no Harnack 
(sel 5) was the fil to seize upon he potential of asing Ермек order to recon 
Struc the order ofthe ансат, aha (1881) was the fnt to lay out a dealed 
construction of the latier, which, according to Раста (1994, 122), many connais 

"i t o 

So, eg, Petersen (1994, 178) who follows FC. Burk (1924) 
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the twentieth century, building afresh on the major harmonies descen- 
dent from the Diatessaronic tradition, Louis Leloir has refined Zahn's 
sequencing further. To the best of my knowledge, Leloir's work has 
gone unsurpassed: grateful for this groundwork, we are able to recon- 
struct the original sequence of the Diatessaron with a fair degree of 
certitude, especially where Eastern and Western families agree. 

From the beginning of the gospel harmony, it becomes clear that 
Tatian's ordering of pericopae speaks to a high view of John. As com- 
mences the Fourth Gospel (John 1:1), so commences Tatian's gospel 
harmony: “In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with 
God and the Word was God." Not only does the Diatessaron begin 
on a Johannine note, it appears to close on one as well: “There are, 
however, many other things which Jesus did, which if every single 
опе of them were written down, 1 suppose that not even the very 
world would contain those books which would have to be written" 
(John 21:25).”" That the Fourth Gospel provides the bookends of 
Tatian's harmony is significant, for it virtually goes without saying 
that there is something intrinsically programmatic about the begin- 
ing and ending of a composition. As is well known in the study of 
literary forms, the narrative frame provides the context against which 
the remainder is to be understood: it sets the stage and pulls closed 
the curtain, and as such is hermeneutically determinative. Tatian's life 
of Christ inescapably becomes the story of the “Word” who was “with 
God and was God,” a story which closes with the same whimsical edi- 
torializing found at the end of the Fourth Gospel. By beginning and 
ending as it does, the Diatessaron, as Tatian is doubtlessly well aware, 
does more than lend its seal of approval to the Gospel of John; it impli- 
cates the Johannine text аз а kind of hermeneutical lens through which 
Christ is to be understood." 


















* Leloir 1956. 

his is clearly the case om both external and internal grounds. Aphrahat 
(Demonstrations 1.10) cites John 1:1 as the start of “the Gospel of our Saviour,” 
doubtlessly the Diatessaron. As for textual witnesses, important Middle Dutch (aside 
from Utrecht), Middle High German, and Latin sources speak for the Western family 
the Arabic Harmony and Ephraem secure John 1:1 as Tatian's starting point as well 
Whilst the text of Codex Fuldensis begins with Luke 1:1-4, its capitularia (table of 
contents), which begins with John 1:1, betrays that at this point the text of Puldensis 
has been tampered with. See Zaha 1881, 73-74, 113-114. 

"Apparently convinced by the Arabic alone Leloir (1936, 213) judges that Tatian 

11 It will not do to suggest that the insertion of John 1:1-4 at the beginning was 
тоге or less an arbitrary choice, as if to say, “Well, where е might he have put it? 
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The shaping force of the Fourth Gospel is further borne out on con- 
sidering the way in which Tatian arranges subsequent pericopae. Zahn 
has already made this point on the surmise that Tatian has arranged 
his chronology according to the order of the Johannine Passovers.” 
Generally speaking, when Tatian considers the synoptic material, he 
prefers to follow the order of Matthew against Mark and Luke." On 
comparing Tatian’s reordering of Markan and Lukan material, it is 
clear that Tatian is more interested in preserving the order of the 
former. But of all the evangelists, the one whose order is least dis 
rupted is none other than John." This last point should not be over- 
pressed since one would expect fewer disagreements to settle in the 
case of John, However, interestingly, among the few places where John 
and Matthew are in conflict, Tatian can be found giving preference to 
the former by relocating the latter. 

An instance of this can be gleaned from the witness of the Arabic 
Harmony and Codex Fuldensis, where the Calling of the Four Disciples 
(Matt 4:18-22//Mark 1:16-20) is moved to a point shortly before the 
description of the early Galilean ministry (Matt 4:12-16//Mark 1:17). 
While the decision to transpose the pericope against their Matthean 
order is rather mystifying at first glance, it appears that Tatian is actu- 
ally trying to resolve a conflict between Matthew and John. Matthew 








We have to reckon with the fact that the author of the Diatessaron and the Oratio 
{among other no longer extant work) was ar to wel tne «ctr to have 
been oblivious to the significance of this move. While 1 might in some sense agree 
with Wiles (we need to beware of thinking o... [Tatian] as setting out to interpret 
the [Fourth] Gospel (1960, 9), tthe same me, we must guard against the opposite 
error which fas to see that placement of material i interpretation: Simia, Zahn 
ші, 261; Head 1992, 130-131, 17: and Nagel 2000, 72 

27 See discussion in Zahn 1881, 249-261, partially summarized as follows: Tatian 
“hat seine Schema vom Gang der fetches Wirksamkeit Jesu, wic gezeigt wurde und 
eigentlich selbstverstandlich st: sowie jemand den Versuch einer Verarbeitung aller 
vier Evangelien macht, hauptsächlich aus Johannes gewonnen. Zwischen dem ersten 
Und dritten Passa nach der Taufe Jesu verläuft сөс zwc, Jährige Wirksamkeit. Sowohl 
den Anfangspunk, als auch das die Grenscheie der beiden Jahre bildende Рама und 
die das zwei Jahr in drei ungleche Abschnitie thcilenden Feste der Laubhütten und 
der Tempelweihe und die auf diese Feste fallenden Besoche Jerusalems: aho mit inem. 
Wort das ganze chronologische Fachwerk hat т aus Johannes” (261). 

түн Hi 1894, 27; йон 1956, 210. 

* According to TH. Hil (1894, 30-31), this is particularly noticeable in the mid- 
dle section of Luke (951-19), where dislocations relative to Matthew and Mark are 
innumerable 

"ҮН. Hi (1894, 30-31) finds that the number of dislocations of John is about half 
that of Matthew or Mark. 

"The passage is omitted in Ephraem. 
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has Jesus beginning his Galilean ministry after John the Baptizer is 
arrested (Matt 4:12); this in turn is followed by the calling of the four 
fishermen (Matt 4:18-22). Meanwhile, John shows Jesus beginning his 
Galilean ministry before John's arrest (John 3-22-26; 41-3). By mov- 
ing the call of the four disciples to a point prior to John's imprison- 
‘ment, Tatian seems to have made his favorite Synoptic Gospel bow out 
to John in the interest of chronological accuracy.” 

Another conflict between John and the synoptic tradition occurs 
in connection with the Anointing at Bethany. Matthew and Mark 
agree that this anointing (Mark 143-9//Matt 266-13) follows Jesus’ 
Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem (Mark 11:1-10//Matt 21:1-9). John, 
however, makes the anointing (John 12:1-8) take place before the 
Triumphal Entry (John 1212-19). Perhaps with added inducement 
from John’s chronological markers (John 12:1,12), Tatian follows the 
fourth evangelist (anointing then entry) against the combined testi- 
mony of the first and second evangelists (entry then anointing). Again, 
the synoptic material gives right of way to the Johannine text. When 
forced to choose between John on the one side and Matthew and Mark 
оп the other, Tatian opts for the former. 

In Matthew, the Healing of the Leper (8:2-4) follows on the heels 
of the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5-7), yet for some reason 
the Diatessaron skips right over this pericope to the Healing of the 
Centurion's Servant (Matt 8:5-13). Tatian then reinserts the Healing 
of the Leper between the Healing of the Syro-Phonecian Woman (Matt 
15:21-28//Mark 7:24-30) and Jesus’ Healings on the Mountain (Matt 
15:29-31).!* Mark has the parallel story of the leper much earlier in 
Jesus’ ministry (Mark 1:40-45), and had Танап here been impressed by 
Mark's order, he would have surely inserted it between Jesus’ Praying 
in a Solitary Place (Mark 1:35-39) and the Healing of the Paralytic 
(Mark 2:1-12)." Like Mark, Luke also has the Healing of the Paralytic 
(Luke 5:17-26) immediately following the Healing of the Leper (Luke 
5:12-16). But even though Luke's order is corroborated by Mark, the 





As convincingly argued by Zahn 1884, 249-250, followed by LH. Hill 1894, 30. 

7^ This is at least the case in the Eastern witness. Codex Fuldensis keeps the Healing 
of the Leper immediately after the Sermon on the Mount, but this probably was done 
so as to conform Tatian’s text to Matthew. 

This i all the more surprising seeing that Mark somewhat uncharacteristic, 
chronologically links the Healing of the Paralytic to the Healing of the Leper with the 
phrase “a few days later” (Mark 21). 
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third evangelist too is ignored by Tatian at this point. What might 
have swayed the author of the Diatessaron to relocate the Healing of 
the Leper against the witness of all three Synoptic Gospels? 

Тһе short answer, it seems, is John. Mark implies that when the leper 
came to Jesus (Mark 1:40), it was the midst of Jesus’ tour of the “next 
towns” (Mark 1:38) scattered “throughout all Galilee” (Mark 1:39). 
Luke also pinpoints Jesus’ healing of the leper in “one of the towns” 
(Luke 5:12), presumably, given the surrounding Lukan context, within 
Galilee. Tatian seems to have associated this stint in Galilee with the 
Galilean visit recorded in John 443-45, which in his Diatessaron 
immediately precedes the Healing of the Leper (Matt 82-4 parr.) 
Tatian moves the Healing of the Leper to the end of John 4, it seems 
to me, in order to connect this healing with the Healing at the Pool of 
Bethesda (John 51-15). Because Tatian's juxtaposition of passages was 
sometimes driven by thematic resemblances (not just chronological 
sequence), and because these two accounts have some striking simi- 
larities, not least their both being centrally concerned with the ques- 
tion of willingness (whether on the part of Jesus in Mark 1:40 or on the 
part of the suppliant in John 5:6), I find that the Johannine Healing at 
the Pool story had an overwhelming gravitational pull on the synoptic 
Healing of the Leper. Not insignificantly, Tatian's interest in grouping 
the two passages together prompts him to disrupt the trajectory of the 
triple tradition rather than move the Johannine material. 

"These examples are merely illustrative of the way in which John's 
Gospel influenced Tatian’s ordering of his harmony. They are not 
meant to imply that there are no occurrences whereby John's mate- 
rial is transposed for the sake of conforming to the synoptic record. 
Indeed there are. The clearest example of one such transposition is in 
the Cleansing of the Temple. Over the centuries readers of John have 
struggled as to whether John's temple cleansing was meant to be the 
same event depicted by the triple tradition at the end of Jesus’ minis- 
try or whether there were in fact two cleansings. Tatian opts for the 
former option. Consequently, he moves the Johannine account (John 
242-22), along with the meeting with Nicodemus, to a relatively later 
point in his story. Thus if we surmise a gospel's weightiness on the 
basis of its gravitational pull, the pull is by no means unidirectional. 

This suggests that for Tatian the Fourth Gospel was no mere supple- 
ment to the story of Jesus. Rather, in John the author of the Diatessaron 
found an account which was faithful in its theological reflection and 
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credible as a historical record. There is not the slightest indication that 
Tatian considered the Fourth Gospel any less reliable than the first 
three gospels. On the contrary, John seems to have been the founda- 
tion stone on which the building blocks of synoptic material were laid: 
it was also the edifice around which these same synoptic materials 
would be forced to bend. At the same time, it would go beyond the 
evidence to say that in Tatian's eyes the authority of John outstrips 
that of the synoptics. For the author of the Diatessaron, John is a kind 
of primus inter pares.” 


2. THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND TATIAN'S HERESY 


Having established Tatian’s high view of the Gospel of John, it remains 
to be shown whether his appreciation might be connected with his 
alleged lapse into heresy: After all, if Tatian came to use John as scrip- 
ture only as a result of the heterodox outlook he acquired late in life 
this would certainly confirm that the Fourth Gospel was, as late as the 
170s, en vogue among the Gnostics but, correspondingly, unfashion- 
able among the proto-orthodox. In this case too we could only sup- 
pose that Irenaeus’ endorsement of John was indeed something of а 
breakthrough if not a complete volte-face within the great church tra- 
dition. On the other hand, if Tatian’s appropriation of John cannot be 
convincingly linked to his theological turn, but can be better explained 
by influences within the proto-orthodox trajectory, then this too has 
implications, which point in a very different direction, For reasons 
1 hope to make clear, the latter path seems to make far more sense of 
the available evidence. 

Like so many events in second-century history, Tatian's turn to 
heresy is shrouded in obscurity, at least in the details. We do, how- 
ever, have as a starting point certain remarks first handed down by 
Irenaeus: 








7 цу be that john came close to sharing this status with the First Gospel. This 
would at any rate ft quic well withthe eariy church's predilection for the apostolic 
oia 

Tim quie ағыс tt сере of heey” nd proe otbodory rc anach: 
onis. А the me time, iie car the great church maintained auch categories, a5 
the eof excommunication implies, even И thse categories were heme quie 
йы. Тш the terms here and throughout for tbe sake of concion. 


‘THE DIATESSARON AND THE 2ND C. RECEPTION OF JOHN 309 


Springing from Saturninus and Marcion, those who are called Encratites 
ell-controlled) preached against marriage... Some of those reckoned 
among them have also introduced abstinence from animal food, thus 
proving themselves ungrateful to God, who formed all things. They deny, 
too, the salvation of him who was first created. It is but lately, however, 
that this opinion has been invented among them. A certain man named 
Tatian first introduced the blasphemy. He was a hearer of Justin's, and as 
long as he continued with him he expressed no such views; but after his 
martyrdom he separated from the Church, and, excited and puffed up by 
the thought of being а teacher, as if he were superior to others, he com- 
posed his own peculiar type of doctrine. He invented a system of certain 
Invisible Aeons, like the followers of Valentinus: while, like Marcion and 
Saturninus, he declared that marriage was nothing else than corruption 
and fornication. But his denial of Adam's salvation was an opinion due 
entirely to himself 


While rumor would circulate among later church fathers that Tatian 
was the founder of Encratism (Eusebius, Hist. ecd. 4.29.6), the bishop 
of Lyons makes no such claim. Instead, according to Irenaeus, the 
author of the Diatessaron joined the Encratites and subsequently won 
them over to his belief in Adam’ perdition. Although Tatian is said 
to have shared, while he was attached to the Encratite community, an 
interest in invisible Aeons with the Valentinians and negative views on 
marriage with Marcion and Saturninus, Irenaeus emphasizes that the 
doctrine regarding Adam originated with Танап himself. The bishops 
account seems to suggest that “this blasphemy” was the precipitating 
cause of conflict with the church at Rome, the unsatisfactory resolu- 
tion of which culminated in Tatian’s separation at some point after 
the death of his mentor, Justin Martyr (+ 163-168 CE). According to 
Eusebius, Tatians break with the Roman church occurred about 172 CE, 
а date which admirably fits the evidence.” 

То be sure, it is quite possible and indeed probable that Irenaeus’ 
remarks are tinted with exaggeration—proto-orthodox criticism of the 
lapsed was seldom understated. At the same time, there must be some 
substance to the bishop's words, for it is clear that Tatian and the 
church do part ways and that in a time when the Roman church was 
relatively tolerant." It is at any rate not unlikely that the author of 
the Diatessaron became increasingly sympathetic with the very sects 


% Irenaeus Adr haer. 1281 (tan, ANE 1355) 
> See discussion in Petersen 2005, 
See Lampe 2003, 385-396. 
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mentioned by Irenaeus, and therefore there is no а priori reason to 
rule out the possibility that Tatian’s high view of John evolved out of 
these sympathies. Of course, saying that something is "possible" is not 
the same thing as saying that it is "likely." The likelihood that Tatian's 
high view of John derived from Marcion, Saturninus and Valentinus 
must be assessed on the evidence. 

Before turning to this issue, it bears considering Tatian's goals in 
composing his Diatessaron. The question has been taken up in depth 
by Tjitze Baarda, who, after noting Tatian's chastisement of Greek his- 
torians who muddle their facts and live at ease with their contradic- 
tions, summarizes the Diatessaron's raison d'ètre as follows: 


"Ihe Diatessaron was a careful attempt to create one historical account 
of the words and deeds of Jesus, as far as they could be reconstructed 
оп the basis of the memoirs of the apostles contained in the various 
gospels, predominantly those which later on received canonical status, 
"Ihe basic idea of the harmony was that the truth becomes visible in 
unity and harmony. The sources contained discrepancies and contradic- 
tions, but by using historical methods the historian could demonstrate 
that one universal biography of Jesus could be created which solved the 
био of the sources in the ovugovia of a harmony.” 


Baardais conclusion is persuasive; it fits everything we know about the 
composer of the Diatessaron” While certain Christians, like the later 
Origen and those of the Alexandrian school, remained impervious to 
apparent discrepancies between the gospels, as these difficulties only 
underscored the necessity of a "spiritual" (as opposed to literal) read- 
ing of the scriptures, Tatian was cut from a different hermeneutical 
cloth. Convinced that truth must exhibit a thoroughgoing unity, the 
history behind the gospels—precisely because the gospels were true— 
also had to exhibit the same kind of unity. Certainly, the Diatessaron 
was born partially out of scholarly inquisitiveness, but the Assyrian 
had a very practical apologetic concern as well. In drawing up his 
gospel harmony, Tatian was in essence seeking to assure his faithful 
readers of the factual trustworthiness of the four gospels despite the 
‘occasional appearance of discord, which was especially emphasized by 
the opponents of proto-orthodoxy. 


Baarda 1989, 133-154 see 142-143, quote on р. 154. 
> See Elze 1960, 34-40. 
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Among those whom Tatian would have had in the forefront of 
his mind were the Marcionites. As the Marcionites saw it, the gos- 
pels were far from harmonious: in fact, they flatly contradicted one 
another" Sharing Tatian’s assumption that the gospels’ truthfulness 
depended on their consonance, but parting ways with the Assyrian’s 
conviction that the four-fold gospels were historically reconcilable, the 
Marcionites saw the disagreements among the gospels as decisively 
undermining their usefulness for faith and practice. Not much later 
than the middle of the second century, when Justin's church was using 
a plurality of "Memoirs" and Marcion was singling out the Third 
Gospel and only the Third Gospel as authoritative, Marcionites must 
have searched intently for gospel difficulties so as to provide grist for 
their polemical mills With this same debate showing no signs of 
cooling in his time, Tatian would have simply conceived his project as 
part and parcel of this conversation, that is, as a means of refuting the 
hugely successful Marcionites. So, even if the Assyrian eventually came 
to share Marcion's negative views on marriage, this does not necessar- 
ily mean that he saw himself as having been influenced by the Pontic 
shipbuilder (Irenaeus only says that Tatian's view was "like [that of] 
Marcion"): much less does it imply that Tatian's view of scriptures 
was somehow positively shaped by the Marcionite movement. On the 
contrary, like Justin (his mentor) before him and Rhodon (his student) 
after him, Tatian, in composing the Diatessaron, appears to be joining. 
а larger effort to head off Marcion's criticism of the four-fold gospel. 

While it hardly bears stating since, as is well known, Marcion had 
already decisively rejected John, Tatian could hardly have acquired his 
fondness for John from Marcion. 











> A fine example of the lster Marcionites’ biting criticism can be found in the 
Dialogue of Adamantius 12 сал den Sande Bakhuyzen 1901, 1) 
senten vk тыта se Ад eH o. Laver, Der eedan, 


AA йот ші йө Хони ард ома song йн Bgm 
МЕГ. Oix dX" aveieeva 
Meg: The gospels disagree some say one thing, while others another thing. All 
of from which appear fais 
Ad: Do they preach one Christ and then another Christ? 1s it in this respect 
you say that hey disagree? 
Meg: No, rather they contradict cach other. 
^ Marcion student, Apelles, ikely on the Greck penchant for безі 
MEAT aga Hs prd ochodot fac sec Harnack 1908 
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But even if Tatian always lined up with the proto-orthodox in their 
practical insistence (against Marcion) on multiple authoritative gos- 
pels, this does not rule out the possibility that it was the movement 
initiated by Valentinus." who in Irenaeus’ account of Tatian's apos- 
азу is mentioned alongside with Saturninus," that ultimately induced 
the Assyrian to include John in the harmony. After all, as has been 
pointed out elsewhere, the Valentinians (like Tatian) also seem to have 
been especially attracted to John." In this case, it was Tatian's com- 
iment to the plurality of the gospels that led him to compose his 
harmony, but it was his accession to Valetinianism that led him to 
include John. 

Despite the initial persuasiveness of this reconstruction, it is not, in 
my mind, fully persuasive. When we consider Tatian's goals in com- 
posing the Diatessaron and the hermeneutical disposition which those 
goals reflect, which I have discussed above, and when we consider, by 
Contrast, the "spiritual" exegesis so characteristic of the Valentinian 
school (including Valentinus, Theodotus, Ptolemy, and Heracleon), 
it becomes clear that any theory that explains Tatian's use of John 
simply by the Valentinians' use of the same gospel is woefully inad- 
equate. Such a theory founders because it fails to realize that while 
for the Valentinians the appropriation of John alongside the Synoptic 
Gospels was intrinsically unproblematic, in the mind of Tatian, who 
was constrained by theological necessity to maintain the historical 
compatibility of the gospels, the idea of adding John (again, on the 
assumption that he was persuaded to do so only through his contact 
with the Valentinians) would have been fraught with difficulties. In 
other words, it is patently unlikely that the Valentinians could have 
persuaded Tatian to accept John since they were apparently not able 
to win him over to their hermeneutic, a hermeneutic which for the 
Valentinians was the only means of rendering the Fourth Gospel as 
admissible in the first place. 








> Given the larger argument of Markschies 1992, 1 will leave open the possibility 
that Irenaeus is confounding the views of Valentinus with those of his more extreme 
followers. 

"| makes no sense to consider Saturninus as an advocate for John as there is 
no evidence that he used the Fourth Gospel. It is even possible that this disciple of 
Menander never even knew the text existed. Sce Braun 1989, 293: and С.Е. Hill 2004, 
эм. 

° Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.117. Baarda (1989, 150) sees this shared privileging of 
John as possible grounds for linking Tatian's usc of John with Valentinus. 
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А more likely explanation for Tatian’s use of John lies closer to 
hand in Justin Martyr. While earlier investigation of Justin has indeed 
emphasized the apologist's reticence to use the Fourth Gospel, more 
recent scholarship, while not necessarily denying this reticence, is at 
least calling its significance into question. It is, I believe, now becom- 
ing increasingly clear that Justin did use the four now-canonical gos- 
pels and speaks of normative Christianity as habitually using the same 
four.” Moreover, if Tatian sat at Justin's feet, and if Justin knew and 
used John authoritatively, then it makes most sense to suppose that 
Tatian’s attachment to the Fourth Gospel came not through heterodox 
influence but by way of Justin.” When Tatian defects from the proto- 
orthodox ranks after the death of his master, he takes his high view of 
John with him. 

"This explanation is confirmed in light of Charles Hill's illuminating 
discussion of Tatian's Oratio ad Graecos. Here Hill reminds us that 
Tatian quotes authoritatively from the Fourth Gospel at more than a 
handful of places (Orat. 4.1-2 [= John 4:24], Orat. 5.1 [= John 1:1), 
Orat. 13.1-2 [= John 14,5], Orat. 19.4 [= John 1:3]).* It can be main- 
tained that Tatian’s use of John found its impetus in his heretical turn 
if and only if the Oratio was subsequent to that turn. The evidence 
seems to indicate otherwise. There are two factors in particular that 
point in this direction. First, as W.L. Petersen points out, Tatian's 
apology seems to have been written fairly close to the time of his 
conversion (cf. Orat. 35.2), that is, probably at some point in the late 
150s." Secondly, as Hill remarks, the wording of Oratio 19 would lead 
us to believe that Justin was in fact still alive at the time of the docu- 
ment's writing. The bulk of evidence then leads us, along with a fairly 
sizable contingent of scholars, to locate the Oratio fairly early in Tatian’s 
career, and therefore, well before his break from the great church. This 
means that Tatian had already—long before the Diatessaron was prob- 
ably even conceived—authoritatively cited John in a proto-orthodox 








7 The argument of Stanton 2003 is particularly persuasive. 
> On the evidence for Justin's influence on Tatian see Lampe 2003, 285-291; and. 
Hunt 2003, 116-122. 
^ CE Hill 2004, 223. 
> See CE. Hill 2004, 299, where he cites Petersen 1994, 730120. On the dating of 
"тайап conversion, see Petersen 2005, 134. 
‘CE Hill 2004, 299. 
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context.” Again, this leads us to suppose that Tatian inherited his high 
view from Justin's community at some point in the 150s. 

This still leaves unresolved the question as to why Tatian is more 
forthright in his use of the Fourth Gospel, at least compared to Justin. 
T have argued above that in Tatian’s eyes John occupied a ‘first among 
equals’ status. This does not seem to have been the case with Tatian's 
teacher. How is Tatian's more direct and more explicit use of John 
to be explained? I think we can begin by recalling that the period in 
which Tatian wrote his gospel harmony is also a time in which we 
detect a certain defensive posture in regards to the Fourth Gospel 
In this connection, we might think of the Muratorian Fragment ог 
Irenaeus’ remarks. I quote them both below: 


‘The fourth of the Gospels is that of John, one of the disciples. To his 
fellow disciples and bishops, who had been urging him to write, he said, 
“Fast with me from today to three days, and what will be revealed to 
each one let us tell it to one another.” In the same night it was revealed 
to Andrew, one of the apostles, that John should write down all things 
in his own name while all of them should review it. And so, though 
various elements may be taught in the individual books of the Gospels, 
nevertheless this makes no difference to the faith of believers, since by 
the one sovereign Spirit have been declared all things in all the Gospels: 
concerning the nativity, concerning the passion, concerning the resur- 
rection, concerning lie with his disciples, and concerning his twofold 
coming..." 

And therefore the Gospels are in accord with all these things, among 
which Christ Jesus is seated. For that according to John relates His origi- 
nal, effectual, and glorious generation from the Father, thus declaring, 
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God.” Also, "all things were made by Him, and without Him 
was nothing made.” For this reason, too, is that Gospel full of all confi- 
dence, for such is His person.” 


Judging by the language of both texts (“All things in all the Gospels” 
and “that Gospel is full of all confidence” [italics added]), it appears 
that some either from within or without the church have been lev- 
eling charges against John’s credibility. It can hardly be a coincidence 
that about the same time Celsus, as cited by Origen, is voicing his 





7 Sce bibliography provided by С.Е. Hill 2004, 299. See also Hunt 2003, 3. 

^" Muratorian Fragment, ines 9-23, as translated ger (1987, 305-307) with 
ج‎ ms 

> Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.8 (transl, ANE 1:428). 





‘THE DIATESSARON AND THE 2ND C. RECEPTION OF JOHN 315 


complaints in regards to Christians who are repeatedly revising their 
gospels: 
Айег this he says that some believers, as though from a drinking bout, 
Бо so far as to oppose themselves and alter the original text of the gos- 
pels three or four or several times over, and they change its character to 
enable them to deny difficulties in face of criticism” 


While there are different ways to understand Celsuss words (for exam- 
ple, as referring to fast and loose copying practices among Christians), 
1 take it that the famed opponent of Christianity is referring to the 
plurality of now-canonical gospels (explaining why he says that they 
have been made over "three or four тез”). His criticism, which 
roughly dates to the time of the Diatessaron's composition, concerns 
the discrepancies between the gospel accounts; it was a criticism which 
naturally could have been partially, maybe even largely, averted by the 
church's dropping the Fourth Gospel. Assuming that these kinds of 
arguments against Christianity and its prized texts were already in the 
air before the 170s, we now have an important backdrop for Таап 
project. In this case, it would be mistaken to think of the Diatessaron 
аз having been created in a vacuum; rather, it was composed, at least 
їп part, to confirm in the face of gainsayers both the appropriateness 
of multiple gospels and the appropriateness of John itself. As such, 
Tatian’s harmony із more than a synthesis of the gospels for the curi- 
ous and perplexed; it is an apologia for four-fold gospel and, therefore 
too, for the Fourth Gospel itself. 














3. Conctusiox 


In the preceding discussion, 1 have attempted to establish two points. 
First, I have sought to show that on examination the Diatessaron's 
sequence betrays a high view of the Fourth Gospel on the part of its 
author. Not only is the Gospel of John on par with the synoptics, itis 
їп some sense the backdrop against which the other three are to be 
understood. Second, taking up the argument that Tatiaris high view 
of John was only a result of his turn to heterodoxy, I have considered 
the sectarians associated early on with Танап break from the great 


© Origen, Cels. 2271-5 (Chadwick 1953, 90). 
So too Merkel 1971, 12 
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church. When the evidence is weighed, it appears that none of the sus- 
pects can be convincingly charged with smuggling John’s Gospel into 
"Tatian's thought-world. Instead, Tatian fell heir to the Fourth Gospel 
while under Justin and Justins proto-orthodox church. The added 
emphasis which Tatian lays on John, at least when he is compared to 
his mentor, can be partially explained as the Assyrian’ contribution 
to a broadly based apologetic for the Fourth Gospel. Seeing that this 
takes place after Таап break from Rome, it appears that this defense 
of John fell across sectarian (proto-orthodox and heterodox) lines. 

Although all we have left of Tatian's Diatessaron is its wake of tex- 
tual witnesses, it continues to speak. From it we learn then that the 
Fourth Gospel had its late-second-century defenders arising from 
theologically diverse quarters; we learn too that if there was a swell- 
ing wave of Johannine approval within the sea of second-century 
Christianity, that wave was already taking recognizable shape at least 
а generation before the bishop of Lyons set pen to paper. In light of 
the former point, perhaps it is time to discard the assumption that 
the orthodox Irenaeus and the lapsed Tatian could not have agreed, 
for all their mutual misgivings, on the authority of John within the 
four-fold canon. Perhaps too, in light of the latter point, it is time 
to ask ourselves whether Irenaeus’ validation of the Fourth Gospel is 
anywhere as innovative or significant as it has typically been made 
ош to be. Sometimes the lines of history, by which historians mark 
ош epochal turning-points and discrete movements, are more sharply 
defined than reality warrants. 
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JOHN AND HIS GOSPEL IN THE MIRROR OF IRENAEUS OF 
LYONS: PERSPECTIVES OF RECENT RESEARCH 


Bernhard Mutschler 
Evangelische Hochschule Ludwigsburg. 


In Memory of Birgit Michaela Rettich-Mutschler (1967-2008), my beloved 
wife, mother of our three children 


“The last fifteen years have seen the development of a new interest in 
the relationship between the Gallic bishop, Irenaeus of Lyons, and 
some of the main New Testament authors he frequently quotes. In 
the case of the Gospel of John, however, monographic contributions 
have been rare.’ In this summary, I would like to present some aspects 
of how the recent research has seen John and his gospel in the mirror 
of Irenaeus of Lyons. Subdivided into three parts, this essay presents 
(1) a historical perspective, (2) a literary perspective, and (3) а theo- 
logical perspective. 





1. WHAT IRENAEUS REVEALS ABOUT JOHN— 
A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE! 


After collecting the information Irenaeus gives about John (1.1), we 
will ask from which sources these details were derived, and whether 
they are trustworthy or not (1.2). 


" See Normann 1994 (Corpus Paulinum); Bingham 1998 (Gospel of Matthew): 
and Mutschler 2004a (Corpus Johanneum). Research on Irenacus and Luke-Acts, 
especially the Gospel of Luke, is still wanting. It would also be desirable to see an 
investigation into the reception of 1 Peter and the figure of the disciple Peter, and, of 
course, a study on Irenaeus and the Gospel of Mark, which has been nearly completely 
neglected in this regard. 

7 For a lucid and prominent treatment, see Lewis 1908; Loewenich 1932; and Ciani 
1955, A short history of modern research is found in Mutschler 2004a, 4-3. 

> Fora brief summary, see Mutschler 2006, 501-503. 
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1.1. Irenaeus about John 


It was observed already long ago that the church father! of the second 
century knows more details about the fourth evangelist than he does 
about the other three’ To show this concretely, Irenaeus mentions 
Matthew 16 times by name, Mark 7 times, and Luke 31 times (айо- 
gether 54), while he mentions John alone about 60 times. Peter is 
‘mentioned almost as often (46 times), and among the New Testament 
authors only Paul, naturally, is named more often than John by 
Irenaeus (approximately 120 times)” For Irenaeus, John is the discipu- 
lus Domini par excellence, the disciple of the Lord. All combinations of 
Dominus and discipulus are, in fact, exclusively reserved for John 

Certain other remarkable observations can be made, too.’ The most 
common form of the formula, “disciple of the Lord,” in Greek is, 
"oder ó тоб Kupíov нобптй; and in many cases Irenaeus continues 
with gnoi (or inquit, ait, meminerit, dicens, dixisset, cipńxei).” Eleven 
explicit quotations from the Fourth Gospel, 2 John and Revelation, are 
thus similarly, although not stereotypically, introduced. However, the 
formula discipulus Domini was not invented by Irenaeus; he probably 
took it over from his traditions in Asia Minor" or—in the case of Adv. 
haer. 3.1.1—Rome. 

‘The formula, ù to Kupíou рабцсйс, is not, in fact, found in the 
Fourth Gospel (nor in other parts of the New Testament). (Irenaeus, 
for his part, does not use the Johannine expression, “disciple whom 
Jesus loved," which appears five times in the Fourth Gospel." It is, 
however, fairly easy to see how the formula was developed out of the 











* Kraft 1991, 69 “der erste katholische Kirchenvater"; Campenhausen 1965, 7: "ein 
wahrhaft okumenischer Kirchenvater 
35 om vierten Evangelsten ungleich mehr und spills we 





мист 556, 301: similarly Mutchler 2001, 696. Reynders 1954, 288, 92, 
173, 183, 192-193, 237: суст 1938, 8 0 
Минет 2006, 301. CE Reynder 1934, 221, 41, 88, 231, 237; Reynders 
эз 
P irene, Ad. haer. 145 (ce L163; 2252222225 AL 334 3111 
(owie) З, 2165 168 (cus instead of Domini 3222 (airo instead of 100 
S S281: 3333, 3352, Ep. Vict (Eusebius, Hist ec 
of Rousseau, Dootrdead et al 1963-1982. 
* For a comparison chart, see Mutschiet 2004a, 163; and in detall bid, 134-172. 
2 Maschile 2004a, 184-166. 
7 Elbe presbyter as in Irenaeus, Adv. harr. 2225 4304; 3333: or Polycarp and 
bis listeners as in Adr. haer. 334. 
"Jis 1323 1926; 202: 217 20: Ruckstuhl and Dschulnigg 1991, 162 (= 











ө“). 





JOHN AND HIS GOSPEL IN THE MIRROR OF IRENAEUS OF LYONS 321 


Gospel of John. Мабптй is used 78 times in John, more than in any 
other gospel or corpus in the Bible.” In the post-Easter perspective 
and post-Easter terminology, a “disciple of Jesus” becomes consequen- 
tially a “disciple of the Lord.” a discipulus Domini. 

For the sake of completeness, some earlier occurrences of the for- 
‘mula in the plural should also be mentioned here: (1) Acts 9:1 reports 
that Saul still raged “against the disciples of the Lord.” (2) Half a 
century before Irenaeus, Papias of Hierapolis mentions especially 
"Aristion and the elder John, (both) disciples of the Lord.” And (3) 
the Martyrdom of Polycarp refers generally to “disciples and imitators 
of the Lord." 

Аз for the singular formula itself, one may ask whether Irenaeus 
employs it so often in order to stress John's discipleship—which from a 
historical perspective is somewhat problematic—or in order to bolster 
the authority of the youngest gospel by attributing an apostolic origin 
to it. We may ask more precisely: Did Irenaeus want to emphasize 
the youngest gospel's origin amidst the Lord's circle of disciples? Be 
that as it may, the bishop of Lyons does not use the formula discipu- 
Іш Domini incidentally, but addresses with it either a traditional or a 
scriptural topic: “Johannes ist in allen Fallen ein Gewührsmann von 
ganz besonderem Gewicht, der Schriftzitate oder Traditionen mit der 
Autorität dieses einzigartigen und besonderen Status als д тоб Kvpíov 
нобптй; bzw. 6 нот; той Кәрім verbürgt." 

A further significant detail is that Irenaeus’ only explicit use of the 
formula in the plural (discipuli or наутай) is not traced back to a 
disciple, but to the Lord himself" 

So, it is not just any disciple, from whom the Fourth Gospel stems 
according to Irenaeus. It is “the disciple of the Lord,” who “leaned 
upon His breast,” as Irenaeus points out twice." These are allusions to 





© Morgenthaler 
н Big ob 
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973, 118. Албад, c. i шей ойу once, in кіз 1346. 
үсіп nn 







Had ес. 3394). 

* Maint кай unti; тоё xupiou (Mart. Pol. 17:3). 

© Mutacler 2004, 168 

* Quemadmodum Dominus ait discipulis (Irenacus, Adr haer. 49.1 [Matt 13:52) 
For the plural, yt, sec Mutschler Эма, 162031. 

"O кш èni т ores woo deo, етае, Ade hacr. 3.1.1 with frg, gr. 
15-10 (Eusebius, Hist eeel 334) іре е in cuir pectore recumbebat ad cenam 
(irae Ade haer. 420.11). 
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John 13:25 and/or 21:20." and show a decisive and unique closeness 
between John and the Lord. This implies again that, for Irenaeus, John 
is “the” disciple, and correspondingly Christ is his “teacher” (Iohannis 
magister, 6 тоб laevo бубйокаўо;). This is the only time Christ is 
explicitly called the teacher of a single disciple. 

Moreover, John is sometimes called an apostle, either together 
with others? or alone.” Although Paul is normally “the apostle” for 
Irenaeus." the term is not restricted exclusively to Paul, unlike discipu- 
lus Domini is for John. John belongs to the group of those “who have 
seen the Lord,” and therefore is one of the eyewitnesses of Jesus? But 
this is of course self-evident for "the disciple of the Lord,” who “leaned 
upon His breast." 

Two further details from Irenaeus, however, cannot be based оп 
the Gospel of John or the New Testament. (1) John was alive “until 
the time of (the emperor) Trajan"? (who reigned from January 28, 
98 CE), and lived in Ephesus, the capital of Asia Minor, as Irenaeus 
attests several times.” According to Martin Hengel, the Johannine tes- 
timonies about Ephesus are older than anything reported of the geo- 
graphical provenance of the other gospels.” (2) In the Roman Bath 
of Ephesus, John once met Cerinthus—and fled hastily, because he 


™ Ауилговһ...ізі tò oros (John 13:25); кай åvérroev..èni cb отйбо; айлаб, 
(John 21:20): Mutschler 2004a, 135-156; Mutschler 2004b, 705-706; Mutschler 2006, 


96-98. 
iphanius, Pan. 31287) 


"ensem, Ade. haer, 192 wit frg. gr. 11016 ( 
Normann 1987 137-132, 178-179 

“етсш, Adv. haer 2223, 3.34 with frg. gr. 528 (Eusebius, Hat ecl 4147 
312 1215; 3.21.3; 332 Irenaeus, Ep УШ. (Eusebius, Hat cd 52416). 

кетеш, Ads haer. 13.23, with fg gr. 1017 1005 (Epiphanius, Pan. 3128.8; 
2129.1) For more deals see Mutschler bia, 16% Mutschier 2004h, 895-700 

® Reynders 1934, 232 231; Nooemann 1994, 9-9. 

2 Tóc lopaxina siw Карин, Ep. Plor, (Eusebius, Hat eccl 5206) 

2 Ts unto, Ep. Hr (Eusebius, Hist cl 3204. 

7 Мы si Toa уйт, usque ad Traiani tempor, Irenaeus, Ade. hacr 
2.225 wl fg gr 1А (reb Hat тай 3233) ЭЭА wh frg gr 6-4 (Eusebius, 
тее 

7 Kennt 1990, 122 Trajan was emperor ший Афон 7, 117 CE. 

> Irenaeus, Ads haer. ЗЛ мий fg өз 10 (имбир, Hat, eccl 33A); 334 
(ике) with eg. 520 (Eusebius, НЫ d. 4146) and frg gr 61-2 (Eusebius, 
Жи. ec 3218; Matar 204b, 697. 

"= Hengel 1993, 99: dal де jedenfall aller sind ай alles, was wir aber die geogra- 
sche Hanf anderer Evangelien erfahren Fac the rl of Ephesus as (b place 
Ere “Johannine sal (anne Sie), ме id, 288 30: Heckel М, 
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feared that the Bath would collapse with such a heretic, an “enemy of 
the truth,” within its walls" 

Irenaeus does not report enough details for a full biography of 
John, but what he does report is more exact than anything he says of 
the other three evangelists, as I have pointed out elsewhere: “Es ist... 
ungleich mehr und sehr viel genauer als alles, was Irenãus über die 
anderen, früheren drei Evangelisten zu berichten меј 72 

To sum up, in Irenaeus’ view, the author of the Fourth Gospel is 
unique in his relationship to the Lord. He is mentioned much more 
frequently than the other evangelists; he is "the" disciple of the Lord, 
who “leaned upon His breast”; and an “apostle,” who was still alive in 
Asia Minor when Trajan became emperor. He must have been quite 
old at the end of the first century—probably the last survivor of the 
apostles’ generation. 


12. Irenaeus Sources and Reliability 


Irenaeus’ sources about John are of course another question. First, 
it is of great importance that Irenaeus “of Lyons” himself grew up 
їп and emigrated from Asia Minor. Therefore he knew witnesses 
who knew “John” in or around Ephesus. Irenaeus mentions Papias 
of Hierapolis;* Polycarp of Smyrna," and, in particular, a group of 
anonymous “presbyters."* He also refers to people who had had 





7 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.34 with frg. 24 (Eusebius, Hist. ecel 4140), 
Jrenacus traces this incident, which seems back to “listeners to Polycarp” 
whom he clearly distinguishes from the bishop of Smyrna himself 

© Mutschler 2004a, 245; similarly Mutschler 2004b, 723. 

> Pier Franco Beatrice and Charles Е. Hill have recently tried to identify the “pres: 
byter,” mentioned in the fourth book of Adversus haereses, with Polycarp (Beatrice 
1990, 179-185: Hill 2006, 7-94; see Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 427-32: cf. 1.24-31; 318-25; 

39). Such a hypothesis had been explicitly denied by Adolf von Harnack (1958, 
2/1:386) and Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen (1963, 216082). However, a thorough 
re-examination of such a hypothesis could lead to some very interesting historical 
results, See my forthcoming study on Polycarp and Belief. 

* Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 5534 with frg gr. 28:1-3 (Eusebius, Hist. есі 33 

> Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 334 with frg gr. 519-21 (Eusebius, Hist ecc. 4.14 
with frg. gr. 28:1-3 (Eusebius, Hist. ecel. 3.39.1); Ер. Flor. (Eusebius, Hist. есі. 5206); 
Ep. Vict. (Eusebius, Hist eccl 52416). 

З Irenaeus, Adi. haer. 2225 with frg gr. 1:1-4 (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3233). 
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personal contact with John,” as well as to "listeners to Polycarp.”** Apart 
from these people who belong to a “younger generation of witnesses,” 
Irenaeus relies in a general manner on “the church of Ephesus" as a 
“true witness of the tradition of the apostles.” Possibly “the church of 
Ephesus” is more or less equivalent to the anonymous "presbyters." 

ОГ course, Irenaeus did not himself know John and the apostles 
(Irenaeus’ older generation of witnesses), but they were known by 
the “presbyters,” Polycarp, and Papias, all of whom Irenaeus knew. 
‘Thus, the chain of witnesses between Irenaeus and the Lord is short. 
Moreover, this is the only case of a concrete linkage between a church 
father and a New Testament author. 

‘The connection to the church of Ephesus may also be more signifi- 
cant than Irenaeus discloses, as the bishop grew up in the Ephesus 
region and came from there to Lyons.” Ephesus was not just the home 
of Irenaeus, but also the city where John—and before him Paul—had 
lived and worked. Therefore Irenaeus’ rhetorical aim seems clear: With 
a connection to the church of Ephesus, he increases his own impor- 
tance and strengthens his own position.“ 

While Irenaeus mentions the older Papias and the younger "lis- 
teners to Polycarp” only once, it seems that Polycarp, the bishop of 
Smyrna, was in fact his main source about the Christian past.“ In his 
letter to Florinus, Irenaeus styles himself as a disciple of the second 
generation after John: 
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For while 1 was stilla boy I knew you (sc. Florinus) in lower Asia in 
Polycarp's house when you were а man of rank in the royal hall and 
endeavouring to stand well with him. I remember the events of those 
days more closely than those which happened recently, for what we lar 
as children grows up with the soul and is united to it, so that I can speak 
even of the place in which the blessed Polycarp sat and disputed, how 
he came in and went out, the character of his life, the appearance of 
his body, the discourses which he made to the people, how he reported 
his intercourse with John and with the others who had seen the Lord, 
how he remembered their words, and what were the things concerning 
the Lord which he had heard from them, and about their miracles, and 
about their teaching, and how Polycarp had received them from the eye- 
witnesses of the word of Ме, and reported all things in agreement with 
the Scriptures. 


When one evaluates the historical data delivered by Irenaeus, one is 
inclined to agree with Paul Hartog that “Polycarp may have had a few 
stories of a (brief?) childhood connection with John, and Irenaeus, 
for his part, may have remembered only little of the material"? But 
this conclusion seems to be too cautious. If the flashback in Irenaeus’ 
letter is taken seriously, Irenaeus emphasizes explicitly that he remem- 
bers “the events of those days" very well, “for what we learn as chil- 
dren grows up with the soul and is united to it.” His observations are 
detailed and do not appear to be based only on one single day or on a 
short period of time. Obviously, Polycarp remembered John mainly as 
ап eyewitness of the Lord, for he “had seen the Lord” and “what were 
the things concerning the Lord.” This means that for Polycarp John 
is mainly interesting as a link to the Lord. Nonetheless, John is the 
only apostle, the only eyewitness, and the only of the four evangelists 
who is mentioned here by name. It is clear that Polycarp—who was 
about sixty years younger than John—did not stay in John's company 
for decades or even for several years. However, if this had been only 
а brief “childhood connection,” Polycarp would likely not have told 
his memories to the next generation several decades later" Therefore, 
1 claim that Polycarp, as well as Irenaeus, knew more than “a few 





< Ep. For. in Eusebius, НЫ. есі 5205-6: transl, Lake 1992, 497, 499. 

© Hartog 2002, 41 

э Меха бру Лоло тытауатрорйу ds mired, Ep. Hor. (Eusebius, Hit ecc. 
5206). 
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stories.” They probably remembered much better and more precisely 
than younger people do in our media-overblown times." 

For my assessment of the sources in general, and especially con- 
cerning Polycarp, two different yet related circumstances are of basic 
importance. (1) A modern evaluation of the Polycarp-Irenaeus tradi- 
tion depends to a high degree on the coincidental transmission of texts. 
Had we not received the fragment of the letter to Florinus transmit- 
ted in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, we would not know any details 
about the means and the intensity of the transfer of traditions. Thus, 
in using that fragment, we respect and interpret an ancient source— 
and are far from an argumentum ex silentio. (2) Irenaeus refers to 
the argumentum traditionis in contexts that can be very different 
from each other. But each time he replies to a concrete conflict in his 
time: He is challenged by and shapes theology in conflict ("Theologie 
іп Auseinandersetzung’).® He does not argue for the sake of arguing. 
(Гап pour Fart). In other words: The bishop needs an actual reason for 
appealing to his traditions concerning the past. He is not а historian, 
but a bishop who is obliged to respond to the actual challenges of his 
community and church, to the theological debates of his time." 

‘Therefore itis clear that we gain insight into the historical traditions 
about John rather incidentally than systematically, let alone completely. 
Had Irenaeus been inclined to fill up, fabricate, or forge traditions, he 
would have done it more effectively and with "better" results. Some 
gaps could have been closed easily, more obviously, and more con- 
vincingly. But this would have been a disservice to his aims, in Lyons 
as well as in Rome or Asia Minor. Although certain modern scholars 
have disputed Irenaeus’ reliability, he was not accused of lying in 
his time—and he would not have risked that for any reason. Irenaeus 
probably knew some details about John and his gospel, which we do 








© Mutschler 2004a, 245, A clear example is recently given by Teufel 2008, 85, about 
her father, the New Testament scholar Prof. Ernst Kascmann (July 12, 1906-Febeuary 
17, 1998): "Von manchen besonders cindrücklichen Erlebnissen hat mein Vater im 
Lauf der Jahre mehrfach erzählt. Dabei fiel auf, daf sich die Erzählungen über die Zeit 
hin nicht im geringsten veränderten. Inzwischen sind Dokumente über manche der 
von ihm berichteten Vorgänge zuginglich. Sie stimmen mit seinen Berichten bis in 
kleinste Details überein. Insofern scheint der Gedanke, daf cinschneidende Ereignisse 
von Menschen über Jahrzehnte in unveranderter Weise tradiert werden konnen, ni 
abwegig" 
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1 Mutschler 2006, 496-497. ha v 

2 Eig Brox 1960, 148: “Айыш der Falc" similarly Hariog 2002, 33-4 
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not and cannot know today for several reasons. An interesting detail is 
that he presents the Ephesian John as "talking," but Paul as “writing.” 
T have elsewhere analyzed the trustworthiness of Irenaeus’ historical 
traditions about John and his gospel іп more detail" and as far as I 
can see, the bishop delivers reliable and trustworthy information. 


2. How IRENAEUS USES THE FOURTH GOsPEL— 
A LITERARY PERSPECTIVE 


In this section, we will discuss the Fourth Gospel as an integral part of 
a group of writings written by John (2.1), and as part of a four-gospel 
canon (2.2). In addition, we will see that Irenaeus provides by far the 
most references to the Gospel of John in the second century (2.3), 
and, in contrast to other second-century authors, he provides explicit 
quotations (2.4). 





2.1. The Fourth Gospel as Part of the Corpus Johanneum and the 
Question ofits Authorship 


As we have seen, the author of the Fourth Gospel receives authoriza- 
tion from both sides of his Gospel, as it were: from the Lord, upon 
whose breast he once leaned, and from Polycarp, who later spoke to 
а young Irenaeus about John's time in Ephesus. Thus John is, in a 
historical perspective, in a frame; and is at the same time part of a 
chain of transmission that leads from the Lord via John and Polycarp 
to Irenaeus. 

‘There is no question in Irenaeus’ mind that the Gospel “according 
to John” (KATA IQANNHN) is written by John.“ The inscriptio of the 
Fourth Gospel and the Gospel itself belong inseparably together since 
the moment of publication.” Martin Hengel therefore calls the Gospel 
inscriptions “part of the Gospels as originally circulated." 





™ Mutschler 2004a, 245: “Jedoch stellt sich Indus... den ephesinischen Johannes 
ganz im Gegensatz zu Paulus— fast ausschlic8lich redend' und nicht schreibend vor 
Ibid., 268: "meist sprechend, nicht schreibend.” 

* Mutschler 20045, 714-723; and in brief ibid., 738-240 (nos. 1-19). 

2 Mutschler 2004a, 248. 

* Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3117: 311.9; Mutschler 2006, 249-284, 273-279. 

© Hengel 1984, 51; Hengel 1993, 35; Hengel 2003, 23; see also Mulschler 2004b, 
72. 

* Hengel 1993, 205n1: “Teil des Werkes." Hengel 2000, 48-36, especially p. 50 
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According to Irenaeus, the same John wrote not only the Gospel, 
but also the book of Revelation. This was “not long ago, but almost in 
our generation, near the end of the rule of Domitian.” Furthermore, 
John composed 1 John and 2 John, which Irenaeus considers as one 
letter (epistola)? but this is how he occasionally deals with 1 and 2 
Corinthians, too?! Irenaeus neither mentions nor uses the very short 
and private epistle 3 John In any case, it is absolutely clear for 
Irenaeus that—unlike the current consensus"—all these writings are 
works of one and the same author: John,“ “the disciple of the Lord,” 
who “leaned upon His breast.” 


22. The Fourth Gospel as Part of the Four-Gospel Canon 


‘The Fourth Gospel is not only а part of a Corpus Johanneum con- 
sisting of at least four writings, but also of the four gospels. In the 
Evangeliennotiz, John is clearly the fourth of the gospels: 


Matthew also issued a written Gospel among the Hebrews in their own 
dialect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome, and laying the 
foundations of the Church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and 
interpreter of Peter, did also hand down to us in writing what had been 
preached by Peter. Luke also, the companion of Paul, recorded in a book 
the Gospel preached by him. Afterwards, John, the disciple of the Lord, 
wha also had leaned upon His breast, did himself publish а Gospel dur- 
ing his residence at Ephesus in Asia. (transl, ANF) 


‘The concluding Johannesnotiz concentrates the well-known data 
about his gospel: “Exerta ойуу, 6 нобптї; тоб Коріоо б кай êri 


7 00 үйр ярд хадой зрно itipdn, 4224. pev ілі tå urcipas yeveüs, 
здік tà м 18; Aoueniavod ард (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 5.30.3 with fg. gr. 265-6 
in Eusebius, Hist eccl 54.6); Mutschler 20046, 701. According to modern research, 
Revelation and Joha are not written by onc and the same author. See, c.g, Frey 1993, 
421, 424. 

Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.165; 3168; Mutschler 2006, 312-325, 349-357. 

In са epistula quae est ad Corinthios (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.13.1); Mutschler 
2006, 353, 500. 

‘© Mutschler 2004, 61-63; Mutschler 20046, 702. 

© Sce, е. Mutschler 200%, 731-737, 741-742: Pokorný and Heckel 2007, 578- 
эм. 

7! Mutschler 20048, 249-250; Mutschler 2004b, 700-702: Mutschler 2006, 500-. 
E 

© A brief summary is found in Mutschler 2006, 503-304. 

* Irenacus, Adv. haer. 31.1 with fg. gr. 1 (Eusebius, Hist. ecel. 38.24); for the 
Fourth Gospel passage, see Mutschler 2004a, 155-158; Mulschler 2004b, 700-701; 
Mutschler 2006, 95-100. 
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тё отйбо; йуалеофу кай ілі; 5 бокту тё ederyyéehiov èv Epéo tf 
‘Notas. Not only through the explication “in Asia,” which is not func- 
tional from an Asian perspective, but also for several other reasons it 
is conceivable to think that the Evangeliennotiz originally comes from 
Rome.” It seems to be a list from a library, probably from an archive 
of the Roman community.“ The list was developed between 120 and 
135 CE? It is the officially accepted information about the forma- 
tion of the four gospels, at least in the churches of Gaul, Rome and 
Asia Minor,” and it reflects an old opinion of the chronological order, 
which starts with the Gospel of Matthew." Thus the Evangeliennotiz 
is Irenaeus’ “literarhistorische Basiserklarung" at the beginning of the 
third book of Adversus haereses, which itself begins with scripture- 
based arguments.” 

"The order of the gospels in the Evangeliennotis is the canonical one: 
Matthew-Mark-Luke-John. This is striking, because Irenaeus normally 
uses the order Matthew-Luke-Mark-John.” Both orders begin with 
ап apostolic author (Matthew) and end with another one (John); the 
canon of the four gospels therefore has an apostolic frame or conclusio. 
"This goes well with the fact that most of the pre-Constantine papyri of 
the gospels belong to either John (15) or Matthew (12). The gospels 
that were traced back to disciples of the apostles” stand in the middle, 
as today. John, in his final position, is an apostle as well as a disciple, 
but not a disciple of an apostle. He is “the disciple of the Lord.” In 
Adv. haer. 3.11.8, the unique order John-Luke-Matthew-Mark con- 
forms to the symbols in Rev 4: 











© Thornton 1991, 12-20, 40-62; Mutschler 20042, 158-161; Mutschler 2004b, 
70s, 

‘Thornton 1991, 40, 45: “Eine "biblothekariche Liste’ aus dem ‘römischen 
Gemeindearchiv. 

7 Thornton 1991, 62. 

2 Mutschler 2004a, 161; Mutschler 2004b, 740; Mutschler 2006, 93. 

lutschler 2006, 66, 79. For the predilection for the primacy of the Gospel of 
Matthew from very carly on, see Kabler 1986, passim. 

> Mutschler 2004a, 170; Mutschler 2006, 79. 

? Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 391-117; 311,7: 46.1; Campenhausen 2003, 2290242: 
“rendu geliufigste Reihenfolge s Mutschler 2004a, 217: “geläufigste Reihenfolge bei 
Irendus’; Mutschler 2006, 65-80, especially pp. 66, 71-74. 

7 Mulschler 20048, 237. 

> Mutschler 2006, 34-35. 

> Mutschler 2006, 67,79, 254-264. 
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In the same passage (Adv. haer. 3.11.7-9), Irenaeus vehemently and 
elaborately defends the four-gospel canon:” He defends it against sev- 
eral attempts at manipulation or abuse by specific groups;" he shows 
that the harmony of the number of four gospels conforms to the uni- 
versal harmony in nature and salvific history: and he attacks several 
groups who do not agree with the four gospels.” The word evange- 
lium denotes a single gospel as well as the canon of four gospels." For 
“the Gospel” is given “under four aspects, but bound together by one 
Spirit": тетрйрорфоу тд сбауубдлоу, ізі BE Tlvcópam ovvexépevov. 
‘This is an impressive way to deal with the “problem” that four differ- 
ent gospels were passed down. 








2.3, The Reception of the Fourth Gospel in Figures 


Although it is quite difficult to determine exactly how many times 
Irenaeus quotes from or alludes to one of the Synoptic Gospels, it is 
evident that he does so more often in the cases of Matthew and Luke 
than John. More than half of his references to the New Testament 
relate to these three gospels." The Gospel of Mark receives (not unex- 
pectedly) the least attention. 

Within the four New Testament Corpora, the Johannine writings 
are the ones to which Irenaeus refers least." On the other hand, the 





Mutschler 2006, 249-280. 
7 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.7; Mutschler 2006, 249-254. 
7 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.118: for the Gospel of John, see Mutschler 2006, 254- 


Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.9; for the Gospel of John, see Mutschler 2006, 273- 


 Mutschler 2006, 256-257. 

© Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.8 with frg. т. 11:11; Mutschler 2006, 257-238, 

™ Around the same time, Tatian, the disciple of Justin Martyr, composed his artifi- 
cial "Gospel through the four” (тд ià теа сіздін, Le, the Diatessaron), an 
Evangeienharmonie. There is also the larger question of Irenacus’ biblical reception, 
involving the (later so-called) Old and New Testaments, but such a study would exceed 
the scope of this essay. See Mutschler 2004, 32-100, 223-242: ibid., 274: "Faktisch 
hält sich irenius fast vollendet an die Grenzen des sich bildenden zweigeteilten 
christlichen Kanons, wie er im Alexandria des vierten Jahrhunderts belegt iat and 
Mutschler 2006, 504.506. 

* Matthew: 247 quotations and 231 allusions: Luke: 166 quotations and 144 allu- 
Чоп John: 110 quotations and 127 allusions. Mutschler 2004s, 71 

7 1025 references out of 1932. Mutschler 20048, 71-72. 

= 18 quotations and 12 allusions. Mutschler 2004a, 71. 

"= Synoptic Gospels: 722 times: Corpus Paulinum: 698 times; Luke-Acts: 454 times; 
Corpus Johanneum- 309 times. Mulschler 2004, 72-74, 228-229. 
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bishop related probably more intensely to the Fourth Gospel than 
to the Gospel of Matthew or to the Corpus Paulinum." Within the 
Corpus Johanneum, the gospel gets cited by far the most." The great- 
est part of the references to the Fourth Gospel are found in Adversus 
haereses 3-5, where Irenaeus discusses scriptural proof Related to 
the length of the writings, the Fourth Gospel is given a greater than 
average reception,” just ahead of Luke's Gospel. 

‘Compared with authors before and shortly after him, Irenaeus refers 
to the Gospel of John more often than others, including Clement of 
Alexandria.” In absolute figures, Irenaeus’ writings contain many 
more references to the Fourth Gospel (324) than those of earlier 
authors combined (138), among them Ignatius, Justin, Таап, Мейо, 
Athenagoras, Theophilus, Ptolemaeus and Heracleon.” Even all the 
(preserved) authors of the second century together (including post- 
Irenaean ones) contain fewer references to the Fourth Gospel (298) 
than Irenaeus." Individually, Irenaeus refers to the Fourth Gospel at 
least ten times more often than any other author before him” This 
concerns especially the references to the prologue;* and it gives already 
a clear hint of Irenaeus’ theological direction. We will, however, first 
take a closer look at how Irenaeus’ references are distributed within 
the Fourth Gospel, and then at the nature of his references. 

More than one-third of the references are made to the prologue 
(John 1:1-18). Almost half of the references concern the rest of the 
first half of the gospel, John 1:19-12:50. And only every fifth reference 
is to John 13:1-21:25." Thus the prologue seems to be very important 
for Irenaeus, in contrast to the second half of the gospel. Especially 








23.6% of the text of the Fourth Gospel is refered or alluded to. See Mutschler 
20043, 255-256. 

“237 ош of 309 references. Mutschler 20048: 71-72, 234-235. 

* Irenaeus, Adv: haer. book 1 (37 references), Book 2 (22), book 3 (79), book 4 (45), 
book 5 (39): Epid. (15). Mutschler 20042, 71. For a more detailed description, see ibid., 
80-98, 188-191. For a scheme, see ibid, 234. 

7 ME occupies the tenth position in the list of twenty-four. Mutschler 2004, 76. 

7% of the total NT references in Irenaeus versus 94% in Clement. Mutschler 
2004, 101 
"^ Mutschler 20048, 210. For the pre-Irenaean period see Nagel 2000, passim, with 








* Mutschler 2004a, 212. 
= Mutschler 20048, 210-2 
7 Mutschler 2004 212. 

уе Mutschler 04a, 192, for exact numbers and iid, 178-186, for more 
шік 
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chapters 6, 9, 10, 13 and 16 are under-represented, while chapters 18 
and 21 are extremely under-represented." Of the prologue, especially 
the verses John 1:1-3, 14 and 18 are prominent.” If one takes a closer 
look at the Irenaean text, even more references can be found, most of 
them, however, being mere allusions." Nonetheless, predominantly 
they tend to lead in the same direction." This means that there is 
more Johannine language and theology in Irenaeus than has been 
previously observed. Johannine language does not simply pervade 
Irenaeus’ thoughts. It is itself the language of Irenaeus’ theology.” 





24. Irenaeus Quotes the Fourth Gospel Explicitly and Closely 


Irenaeus refers to the Fourth Gospel not only more often than any 
author before him, but also more explicitly and more closely. For 
example, the only explicit and close quotation before Irenaeus can be 
found in Theophilus of Antioch,'™ while Irenaeus has at least 104 of 
them." This means that of all the references to the Fourth Gospel in 
Irenaeus (324), every third one is explicit. In introducing some of his 
quotations of the Fourth Gospel, Irenaeus has “the Lord” speaking 31 
times, John 16 times, his gospel 4 times, John in his gospel 3 times, and 
scripture 2 times." Irenaeus is therefore by far the most comprehen- 
sive and most meticulously” working exegete of the Fourth Gospel 
before Origen, although Irenaeus wrote no philological commentary 
on the gospel.” 





7 Mutschler 2004a, 192-193, 213, 251-252 (scheme). 

у. 10-12 are айо fairly prominent. See Muscle 200, 192, 213, 252-283 
(scheme). 

7" For Adv. haer. 3 (ca. 90 references), see Mutschler 2004, 201-206, 208-210. 

?* Mutschler 2004a, 206-210, 214-216. 

m Mutschler 2004a, 215: “dass noch einmal mehr johanneische Sprache und 
"Theologie in den irenaischen Texten steckt, als durch die Angaben in der Sources 
CChretiennes-Ausgabe deutlich wird.” 

7" Eg, Mutschler 2004, 219. 

А 2000, 477: "das einzige gekennzeichnete Wortlautzitat aus dem vierten 
im findet sich bei Theophilus von Antiochicn.” 
‘= Mutschler 2004a, 196, 211 
?* Mutschler 20048, 197. 
не Mutsehler 20043, 
© Mutschler 2004, 211. 
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3. How IRENAEUS INTERPRETS THE GOSPEL OF JOHN— 
А THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE 


Next, after having sketched the theological challenge in Irenaeus’ time 
(3.1), we will take a look at Adversus haereses 3 as a “Johannine book" 
(3.2). Then, Adversus haereses 3.11.1-6 will be briefly investigated both 
as a particularly Johannine section (3.3), and as an Irenaean network 
of Johannine texts from the prologue (3.4). Finally, the Fourth Gospel 
will be examined as the theological backbone of Irenaeus, and Irenaeus 
will be viewed as the Johannine theologian until Origen (3.5). 


34. The Theological Challenge in the Time of Irenaeus 


‘The main provocation for Irenaeus at the end of the second century 
СЕ was the Gnostic challenge, representing, however, only a part of 
the broader heterodoxy of his time. Specifically, Irenaeus focuses on 
the so-called Valentinians." Besides the Valentinians, he considers 
Marcion (and his followers) and various other Gnostics as his main 
target. In fact, these three opponents are mentioned together several 
times.'? But the Valentinians can be taken pars pro toto as Irenaeus 
affirms: "For they who oppose these men (the Valentinians) by the 
right method, do [thereby] oppose all who are of an evil mind; and 
they who overthrow them, do in fact overthrow every kind of heresy." 
Mainly four areas of doctrine pose an extreme theological challenge 
for Irenaeus: 








(1) How should scripture and tradition be related, and which one has 
priority? What constitutes a scripture? How many gospels and 
which ones should be included in scripture? And what is the sta- 
tus of the Old Testament books? 

(2) What is the relationship between God, creation and redemp- 
tion? Is there continuity in the salvation history? Is the same God 
responsible for creation and salvation, or is there a demiurge who 
is opposed to the true God? 


“© Quisunt a Valentino, is a formula: see Mutschler 2006, 1920318. The Valentinians 
are “totally in error,” nihil recte dicentes (Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.7); Mutschler 2006, 
250-252. 

“© Mutschler 2006, 29523. 

әз Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 4 praef. 2: Mutschler 2006, 498. 
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(3) Did the mediator become flesh, or was he in any way separated 
from matter? How do God and mankind come together in the 
redeemer Christ? 

(4) Is there a salvation of the flesh (salus carnis)? The answer to this 
question is closely related to Christology and cosmology. 


Thus, the main theological challenges belong either to the hermeneuti- 
cal field (1) or to the correlation between God, world, man, redeemer 
(Christ) and salvation (2-4). To put the question in more general 
terms: How is the tension between the Christian doctrine and the 
Platonic philosophy to be resolved?! 





32. Adversus Haereses 3 as a Johannine Book 


Almost exactly one third of Irenaeus’ references to the Fourth Gospel 
occur in Book 3 of Adversus haereses." Therefore it makes very good 
sense to focus on that important book." which is also perhaps the 
best structured of the five books." In short: Adversus haereses 3 is a 
“Johannine book." 

Questions of scripture and tradition are treated as а matter of prin- 
ciple in the first five chapters of book 3. The subsequent chapters 
deal with the one true God who is the maker of heaven and earth." 
‘The second large part of the third book discusses Christology: one 
and the same Jesus Christ, true man and true God for our salvation. 
Finally, Irenaeus states again the contrast between the church—her 
preaching and belief—and the heretics." 

It is impossible to examine all or even most of the references to 
the Fourth Gospel in this essay. Therefore, let us take a look at the 


1% Mulschler 2006, 497-500. 

1% Mutschler 20044, 136-138, 194; Mutschler 2006, 507. 

ч Mutschler 2006, 7-8. 

\ Mulschler 2006, & “vielleicht das am besten strukturierte und gelungene Buch 
des Theologen und SchriistellersIrenaus ibid. 308: “cine von Irenäus sorgfältig kom- 
ponierte, gut verständliche und planvoll gestaltce Einheit.” For details, see Mutschler 
2006, 13-63, 508-318. 

7" Mutschler 2006, 507. 

‘© Mutsehler 2006, 15-25, 308-309. 

1" Sce Mutschler 2006,25, 46, 510-314. 

^ Mutsehler 2006, 46°57, 514-517. 
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highest concentration of Johannine references within Irenaeus’ works: 
Adversus haereses 3.11.1-6. 


3.3. Adversus Haereses 3.11.1-6 as а Particularly Johannine Section 


The greatest concentration of allusions to and quotations from the 
Gospel of John is found in Adversus haereses 3.11.1-6. Irenaeus shows 
іп 39.13.11 that all four gospel writers confess and witness one 
and the same God, as do Moses and the prophets." Because there is 
по possibility for separation between creation and incarnation, it is 
the one God who made everything through his Word (John 1:3), And 
this is exactly the same Word who “was made flesh, and dwelt among 
us” (John 1:14). Irenaeus emphasizes John 1:14, and insists explicitly 
that "according to the opinion of none of the heretics was the Word of 
God made flesh.” This means that John 1:14 functions as a shibboleth 
in Christology! Here the whole theological challenge for Irenaeus and 
his time is either won or lost." 

In bridging the gap between the creator and that God whose Word 
was made flesh, Irenaeus employs the figure of John the Baptist: The 
latter is "more than a prophet" because he not only announced the 
Word of God becoming flesh but also “saw Him when He came, and 
pointed Him out, and persuaded many to believe on Him, so that 
he did himself hold the place of both prophet and apostle (transl, 
АМЕ)” Irenaeus thus proves that the creator and the one whose 
Word was made flesh are the same. 

According to our section, Christ took matter from the earth to make 
wine out of water in Cana (John 2), and he took “the loaves which the 
earth had produced” to satisfy the gathered multitude (John 6); both 
are also the elements of the Lord's Supper." John 1:18 shows that 
Father and Son belong inseparably together and that the visible son 








7" Mutschler 2006, 34-42, 133. 

ха Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.1 
1». 

Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.3; Mutschler 2004, 219-220; Mutschler 2006, 199- 
217, 

5. Mutschler 2004a, 220: “Fleischwerdung aber bedingt im theologischen Denken 
des Irenãus Leidensfähigkeit, diese wiederum bedingt sowohl die Möglichkeit als auch 
den Feischlichkeitcinsclicienden Realismus des Heil.” 

7^ Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.4: Mutschler 20048, 221; Mutschler, 2006, 218-221. 

зе Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.5; Mutschler 20044, 221-222: Mutschler 2006, 222- 
235, 





‘Mutschler 2004a, 2 





19: Mutschler 2006, 176- 
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"declares to ай the Father who is invisible" as he did, e.g. to Nathanael 
and Peter.” 

Тһе main questions of this particularly Johannine section are: (a) 
Is there one single God, or is there a distinction between God and a 
distinct maker? (b) What is the identity of the maker? (с) What role 
does matter take in the whole process of salvation? And above all: (4) 
Who is Christ and how is he connected to these questions? The greater 
theological areas (loci) are thus theology, creation/cosmology, soteri- 
ology, and Christology. Soteriology is closely connected with anthro- 
pology, pneumatology, ecclesiology, and eschatology in other parts of 
Irenaeus’ work. These main theological fields (loci) can be sketched 
with the help of a triangle: 





Creation/Cosmology Soteriology (with anthropology, 
 pneumatology, ecclesiology, eschatology) 


Figure 1: Controversy triangle 


‘The question of Christ (Christology) is placed in the center of the trian- 
gle due to its central role: All theological questions meet in Christology 
like roads of the city leading to its center." 

А comparison with the Gnostic challenge for the church in Irenaeus? 
period shows that all corners of the triangle and its center deal with 
issues that are under controversy: God, creation, redemption and 
Christ, or, alternatively: God, creation, incarnation and salvation. This 
‘means that Irenaeus answers the theological and Gnostic challenge in 


77 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3.11.6, Mutschler 2004a, 222: Mutschler 2006, 235-247. 
пы Sce Mulschler 2004a, 260. 
1> Mutschler 2004, 260. 
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his Johannine chapters. It is hoped that the greater question of the 
controversy between the Gnostics (eg. the Valentinians) and the 
church (Irenaeus) can be examined more clearly with the help of our 
triangle. We may thus call it a "controversy triangle." 


3.4. The Prologue of John (1:1-18) as an Irenaean Network of 
Johannine Texts 


А complementary look at the specifically Johannine chapters in 
Irenaeus! writings deals with those verses that Irenaeus quoted most 
often, It has to be remembered that more than one-third of the ref- 
erences to the Fourth Gospel are to its prologue, John 1:1-18. As 
noted above, a closer look at the prologue shows that especially the 
verses John 1:1-3, 14 and 18 are quoted and alluded to more often 
than other verses of the prologue. 

For example, the expression Verbum Dei ("the Word of God,” John 
1:16.) is used about 100 times іп Adversus haereses, and 29 of those 
occur in Book 3.” Ten literal quotations of John 1:3 occur in Adversus 
haereses? while some 60 references to John 1:14 can be identified." 
In fact, John 1:14 is by far the most cited verse of the Fourth Gospel 
in Irenaeus’ writings." It is also striking that Irenaeus emphasizes the 
first half of the verse very strongly (aiip§ éyéveto, incarnatus), while 
pre-Irenaean and Gnostic literature remains inarticulate concerning 
the incarnation.” 

Many of the references to John 1:1-18 are not distributed equally 
їп Irenaeus’ writings—far from it. In addition, they are very often 
connected to each other. Therefore we can call them a network of 
Johannine texts." Most of these combinations are again found in the 
third book of Adversus haereses." 

















ıa Mutschler 2004a, 178-179, 202-203; Mutschler 2006, 148-149n189. 

э» Mutschler 2006, 150nn197-198. 

7* Mutschler 20044, 252: Mutschler 2006, 13622. 

эе Mutschler 20048, 252. 

2% Mutschler 20042, 219-220; Mutschler 2006, 155-156. 

27 Nagel 2000, 480; Mutschler 20048, 261. 

2» According to Bingham 1998, 301, Irenaeus has “a tendency to understand 
Matthean passages within a network of biblical texts 

2» Mutschler 2004, 220, 257-258. 
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No other combination (network) of Johannine or any other bib- 
lical texts is so favored by Irenaeus as that of John 1:1-3,1418.!" 
Combinations of these verses occur quite seldom in Justin, Clement of 
Alexandria or Tertullian." Irenaeus refers to these verses even more 
often than Justin, Clement and Tertullian together." This shows that 
these verses are extremely important for Irenaeus, since they are at 
the forefront of his writings and theology. These verses, too, can be 
arranged in a triangle: 





ó Або; тоб Өеоб (vv. 1-3) 











(vv. 14, 18) 





яфута di абтод бүдето (v.3) 6 Адрқ ойр épivem (v. M) 
Figure 2: Prologue triangle 


Of course, themes, verses and catchwords could be arranged in other 
types of figures as well." But it is nonetheless clear that we are dealing 
with a "Prologue triangle,” or a “Johannine triangle,” or simply a basic 
“theological triangle of Irenaeus." To understand the triangle better, it 
is necessary to consider that incarnation (John 1:14) in the Irenaean 
context very often has a soteriological aura: A pro-structure is inher- 
ent in the topic of incarnation." If this fact is taken into account, it 
becomes obvious that the “Prologue triangle” fits well with the triangle 
dealing with the main theological fields in the controversy between 


17 Mutschler 2004, 258. 

© Mulschler 2004, 299889. 

29 75 vs. 53 references. See Mutschler 2004a, 259090. 

7 Mulschler 20048, 261. 

1% See Mutschler 2006, 156: “Theologisch ist dem Inkarnationsgeschehen cine 
‘pro-Struktur inhirent,” eg, pro nobis, pro salute nostra, pro hominibus propler hom- 


JOHN AND HIS GOSPEL IN THE MIRROR OF IRENAEUS OF LYONS 339 


the Gnostics and the church (Irenaeus), our “controversy triangle"! 
To state it explicitly: Irenaeus’ exegesis of the prologue responds to 
the main Gnostic challenges."^ The prologue is a firm foundation on 
which Irenaeus stands in repudiating the Gnostic positions. 


3.5. The Fourth Gospel as Irenaeus’ Theological Backbone—Irenacus as 
the Johannine Theologian of the Second Century 


If the view outlined above is correct, then some inevitable conclusions 
follow: 


(1) The bishop of Lyons takes the Gnostic challenge of his time as a 
theological one, which means that it poses both an exegetical and 
а systematic challenge. He responds to it in a unique way with 
the aid of the Fourth Gospel, especially with its prologue, John 
11-18. 

(2) Within the Johannine Corpus, the Fourth Gospel becomes essential 
for his response to the challenge, although in terms of bare num- 
bers, Irenaeus refers to the other three New Testament Corpora 
(Synoptic Gospels, Paul, Luke-Acts) more. 

(3) Тһе “theological triangle of Irenaeus” is a Johannine one with 
Christology in its center. It corresponds exactly with the “contro- 
versy triangle” with the Valentinians (who stand pars pro toto for 
the Gnostics). 

(4) Irenaeus’ exegesis of the prologue focuses on Christology (con- 
nected with the theme of the unity of God). Therefore, Irenaeus 
refers mostly to John 1:1-3,14,18. In the same vein, he interprets 
John 1:13 exclusively from a Christological point of view. 

(5) Verses such as John 1:3 and 1:14 have the character of a shibboleth 
for accurate (ie. biblical) theology or a litmus test for heretics. * 
If theological statements taken from the Fourth Gospel are the 
steadfast foundation of Irenaeus’ theological accents, especially 








“© Mutschler 2004a, 261: "Das skizzierte ‘theologische Dreieck des Irenáus ist also 
zugleich сіп antignostisches und letztendlich auch cine Art thcologitches Gerüst des 
Johannesprologs 

че Mutschler 20048, 260: “zu allen vier Bereichen cine richtungsweisende 
Antwort” 

77 Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 3162: 3192: 321.5: 321.7; 51.5; Mutschler 2004a, 263; 
Mutschler 2006, 302-306, 428-432, 451-439. 

1 Mutschler 2004a, 263. 
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concerning creation, incarnation and salvation, it is the Fourth 
Gospel that functions as the theological backbone of the bishop. 

(6) Because Irenaeus himself came from Asia Minor to Gaul, he 
underlines his Johannine foundation impressively for historical 

(7) If Irenaeus provides his readers with genuine and obviously old 
traditions about the Fourth Gospel, and if verses of that gospel 
guide the theological debate with his opponents." then the 
bishop of Lyons can be said to practice Johannine theology. In 
other words: He is a Johannine theologian. 

(8) Significant reasons for this thesis are especially the follow- 
ing: (i) the appellation “the disciple of the Lord" for John; (ii) 
the use of Johannine key sentences such as John 1:3 or 1:14 as 
theological shibboleths or dogmatic guard-rails (iii) the foun- 
dational meaning of Johannine words and statements for incar- 
national Christology; and (iv) the use of an unrivalled network of 
Johannine texts." None of these four items has strong parallels 
in other authors of the second century.’ 

(9) Although Irenaeus restricted himself to “applied” exegesis! and 
did not write a full or even selective commentary on the Gospel 
of John, he is not only а Johannine theologian, but even more: 
Irenaeus of Lyons is the Johannine theologian until Origen. 
Because Irenaeus should always be read while keeping his oppo- 
nents in mind," he in fact proceeds with a—pardon the anach- 
ronism— "method of correlation” (Paul Tillich). 

(10) In retrospect, Irenaeus became the exegete, systematic theolo- 
gian, and interpreter of the Fourth Gospel for the whole century; 
and the Gospel of John served as the foundation and theological 
backbone in his controversy against ће Gnostics. 











27 Irenaeus anthropology and soteriology are mainly Pauline, while his Jesus tradi- 
tions are based mosti onthe Gospels of Matthew and Luke. Macher 2044, 26 

"5 Минет 2006, SIS -übmzrt man dicsen Umgang mit der gnosiachen 
spins ato wd i mov abs тш Hed groten Hic Jh 
tah replet 

ST CE the tle of Mutschler 2004a, remis al johanneicher Theologe. 

Matcher 2008, 268-269. 

2: Mütcker 20044, 29% ТЕ) man GbcrIrensus hinaus, so sind alle vier johan- 
aeichen Антсе eindda oder а Vest -fat heen adieren Antor des felon 
йимин chalet a fr tenia” 

SH Nan Rompa 1997, 105-107: Mutschier 2004, 263. 

© Mautschler 2004a, 26 

‘tebe 2006, 520 
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JOHANNINE ECHOES IN EARLY MONTANISM 


Turid Karlsen Seim 
‘The Norwegian Institute in Rome & University of Oslo 


‘This essay is being written at the Norwegian Institute іп Rome, which is 
situated on Gianicolo near the church and catacombs of San Pancrazio 
and not far from Via Aurelia, In antiquity this was an area where 
immigrants lived, especially various groups coming from the East. 
Epigraphic evidence tells us that many of them originated in Asia 
Minor, and there is also а tradition, however historically unreliable, 
that St, Pancras himself was a Phrygian orphan martyred at the age of 
fourteen on the Via Aurelia during the Great Persecution in the early 
fourth century. Epigraphic and literary evidence also seems to suggest 
that Montanism survived in Greek-speaking immigrant centers just 
outside of the Aurelian walls of Rome, long after it was rooted out of 
Rome's mainstream Christian communities.’ One of them was cen- 
tered around Via Aurelia, not far from where I am sitting as I write. 
Proximity to possible Montanist survivors in Rome in the fourth and 
fifth century may create an ambience for writing about their move- 
ment, but they were probably in many ways different from Montanists 
some hundred years earlier. In fact, in the late second century, the label 
Montanism, which names the movement after its founder Montanus, 
was not yet invented. It is hostile and late, а heresiological classifica- 
tion coined as far as we know, not until the fourth century. In the third 
century the movement was by some called the Cataphrygian heresy 
(Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.16.1; 5.18.1)? but in the movement itself they 
spoke of the New Prophecy being not so much concerned about prov- 
enance as about the prophetic activity which they rightly regarded as 
their hallmark.’ However, most modern commentators conveniently 





1 Tabbernee 1997, 454-462. 

? For further discussion ofthis term, see Tabbernce 2007, xxx. 

э it has been suggested that the adjective “new” was added to the original self-desig- 
nation "The Prophecy” for polemical purposes by the movements ecclesial opponents; 
cf. Kraft 1985, 349. Paulsen (1978, 47) interprets nea as а delimitation over against 
the prophecy of the OT but as including the NT prophecy with which the Montanists 
daimed to be in continuity. 
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tend to use Montanism and New Prophecy interchangeably, as do Гіп 
this essay. 

Before addressing the role Johannine traditions may have played in 
the early phase of the Montanist movement, it is necessary to dwell 
оп some preliminary questions concerning the sources available, and 
the historical and methodological framework, in order to show the 
vulnerability of any attempt at answering most questions about early 
Montanism. Cautiousness is not least called for given the limitations 
imposed by the fact that the sources to the New Prophecy movement 
are few and fragile, often woven into contexts of hostile contamination, 
We know from Hippolytus Refutatio 8.19.1 that the new prophets and 
prophetesses produced writings but these did all perish with the move- 
ment itself The exception is several treatises written by Tertullian dur- 
ing his Montanist period (207-220). The most comprehensive reports 
by opponents are preserved by Eusebius (263-340) in his Ecclesiastical 
History 5 and by Epiphanius (315-403) in his Panarion 48. Eusebius 
draws on two earlier sources for his presentation of the Cataphrygian 
heresy. The oldest and most extensive is the so-called Anonymous, 
who is said to go back to thirteen years after the death of Maximilla, 
one of the three original prophets and who probably died as the last 
of the three. The other source is Apollonius, slightly younger but most 
probably also from the late second century or at the turn of the cen- 
tury. Epiphanius does not identify his sources but the oldest and most 
important (Pan. 48.1-13) may be late second or early third century, 
and it converges with Eusebius’ account. From these sources and a 
few others, nineteen prophetic oracles have been distilled, of which 
fourteen are considered to be authentic and five to be questionable.’ 
In current research epigraphic sources and archeological findings have 
become increasingly important but unfortunately they do not yield 
much for the topic of this essay 

Montanism originated in the mid-160s in the remote mountainous 
area of Phrygia; when a man, Montanus, together with two women, 








* The authorship of the Refutatio has been disputed by Brent 1995; see also Tabbernee. 
2007, 73-74 

® There are several collections of sources to Montanism: de Labriolle 1913; Aland 
1960 (the last pages): and most recently Heine 1989, 

^ A major collection and interpretation of inscriptions was published 1997 by Wil- 
liam Tabbernee. For the discovery in Phrygia of the site of Pepouza, sce Tabbernce and 

2008. 

his is today generally agreed against the information of Epiphanius who assumes 

the mid 1505, 
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Maximilla and Priscilla, began to speak prophetically in the spirit. They 
and their followers were not what Robin Lane Fox calls “intellectual 
heretics,” and it is today broadly acknowledged that the Montanists 
but for a few exceptions conformed to a mainstream position on 
controversial doctrinal issues such as Christology or Trinitarian the- 
ology. The point of contention was their prophetic activity: only in 
their acceptance of the Spirit's new words did they part from other 
Christian groups” It is all the more interesting that this core area of 
conflict is where Johannine traditions may have been most influential 
as an authoritative frame of reference. 

Some scholars have entertained the idea that the New Prophecy was 
ап intrusion of pagan revelatory ecstasy and have sought to explain 
Montanus by paganizing him. Robin Lane Fox claims that this is to 
surrender to his ancient critics and their wish to belittle his appeal, 
which is all the easier because his Phrygian context already regularly 
was scorned by critics who lived in the older Greek cities." From a dif- 
ferent perspective David E. Aune makes a similar observation deem- 
ing paganization of the origin of the New Prophecy as replicating the 
ancient polemic." He argues that prophets and their revelation played 
an integral role within early Christianity until the beginning of the 
second century. Thereafter the inevitable forces of institutionaliza- 
tion banished prophets from their role as leaders and marginalized 
the revelatory significance of their proclamations." It is, however, not 
unlikely, that Christianity in Asia Minor in some places may have kept 
a prophetic tradition at least in cherished memory developing also 
chains of prophetic succession." 








Fox 1986, 405. 

* Cf, La, Paulsen 1978, 35: "Hat man sich erstmal von dem Zwang befreit, den Mon- 
tanismus als innovatorische Haresie zu verstchen, so wird man weder in seiner Escha- 
tologic, noch in dem Insistieren auf der Prophetic, weder in den «tischen Mahnungen, 
noch in der Gemeindeverfssung а priori neuartige Züge und Motive erkennen kön- 
nen” (my italics). Indeed, this is what the early source of Epiphanius in Pan. 481-3 also 
clearly states. See also Marjanen 2005. 

"Fox 1986, 405, Sec also Stewart-Sykes 1997. 

“Aune claims that Eusebius and his anonymous source model the early Montanist 
prophets after Lucanis satire оп the prophet Alexander of Abonuteichos (c£. Aune 1983, 
pO rE a ed pt mee 
tinian anti-Montanist polemics of any cuti aberrations: they attacked Montanism not 
because they believed it to be scree bot есиме о themit was a form of Christi- 

inspired by an evil spirit intent on perverting the church, 
Aune 1983, 189. 
5 See Kraft 1955, 255,263. 
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This living tradition of prophecy in Asia Minor is by some being 
further connected to the presence in the same region of Johannine 
traditions. Thus Alistair Stewart-Sykes claims that “the roots of Asian 
Christian Prophecy lie in the tradition of the Fourth Gospel,” and that 
"Montanism simply was a branch of the same tree as Melito of Sardis 
and the Epistula apostolorum." Hence Montanism had, at least at an 
салу stage in Phrygia, much in common with other Asian prophecy, 
and its appeal to earlier Asian prophecy, including the apostle John, 
was not without reason." Also David E. Aune finds that all the major 
features of early Montanism, including the behavior associated with 
possession trance, are derived from early Christianity, not least from 
Johannine traditions: “Montanism is particularly closely associated 
the Gospel of John and the Apocalypse of John: their empha- 
sis on the Paraclete was drawn from the former, and their preoccu- 
pation with the New Jerusalem... was gleaned from the latter.” The 
New Prophecy attached itself to Jesus’ promise for the future in the 
Gospel of John that the Spirit/Paraclete would “teach... all things” and 
“guide... into all truth” (John 14:26; 16:13). It is this Paraclete they 
referred to as the One who speaks through the new prophets. Hence 
the Montanists had a legitimate source for their claim in the Gospel 
of John and authe n both for the prophetic mode as the way in 
which the Spirit speaks and the newness of its content as an advance- 
ment in truth. These major points in their view of the Spirit were both 
critically countered but not necessarily labeled as heretical by their 
өрропепіз--еуеп if that happened increasingly.* 

Many commentators have made similar sweeping statements about. 
the Johannine dependence and rhetorical presence in Montanism 
from its very beginning, assuming that the Montanists spoke in the 
name of the Paraclete and thus depended on John's Revelation for 
their eschatology and the particular terminology of the Paraclete pas- 
sages in John's Gospel for accreditation of their prophetic activity. The 











© Stewart Sykes 1999,4. 

© Aune 1983, 313. 

^^ Аше (1983, 189) claims that since Montanism was labeled a heresy, proph- 
ets and their revelations were thereafter carefully controlled and held in low esteem 
or even rejected as heresy. He draws the conclusion that in carly Christianity, as in 
Judaism. the gradual decline of prophetic activity is attributable to social rather than 
theological factors 
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overall image has therefore been that the New Prophecy movement 
was steeped in Johannine language and ideas.” 

‘One possible marker of a Johannine echo is the use of the first рег- 
son èyó сіш in some of the early and most likely original prophetic 
oracles. Do they have any affinity to similar sayings in the Gospel of 
John? This form of speech should not be mistaken, as many no doubt 
enjoyed doing at the time, to imply that the prophets claimed to be the 
person who spoke in or through them nor that all the three divine рег- 
sons were heard to speak in an undifferentiated way. The "I" form is 
їп fact common in possessed speech, and conforms to the type David 
E. Aune has designated “oracles of self-commendation” whose func- 
tion it is, as a preface to a longer prophetic speech, to legitimate the 
prophetic spokesperson as a reliable source of divine revelation. Even 
if it is unusual that the inspired speech is attributed to God, it is not 
unknown (cf. Rev 1:8; 21:5-8)."* 

M.E. Boring has in a series of articles pursued evidence of the impact. 
prophetic oracles and activity have had on the portrayal of Jesus in the 
gospels, and his article on the Gospel of John has influenced studies on 
Montanism, even if he himself does not make the connection." Boring 
finds that the portrayal of Jesus and the Paraclete in the Gospel of John 
bears witness to prophetic activity in the Johannine community, prob- 
ably being regarded as a manifestation of the presence of the Paraclete 
in their midst. This presence was identified as a speech charisma with 
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P” Horing 13/9 Aune (1983, 240-244) has a critical assessment of Borings work on. 
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which “an identifiable group” was endowed. Thereby a chain of revela- 
tion is established in some similarity to that in Revelation 1:1-3 but 
with one link less, since there is no mediating angel. The Spirit and 
prophet together are conceived of as one functioning entity. 

Alistair Stewart-Sykes advances Boring's proposal even further to 
say that the portrayal of Jesus as an enthusiastic prophet in the Fourth 
Gospel, may perhaps illustrate the prophetic practice of the author 
of the gospel.” He also mentions that the apocalypse certainly is the 
product of a visionary prophet whose use of the “I” form, however, 
is restricted to sayings of Christ in the visions. With some caution he 
suggests that the "I" form in these cases marks speeches of a Christian 
prophet speaking under the inspiration of the Paraclete—much in the 
same way as it happens in the introductory formula employed by the 
New Prophets. He concludes: “Thus the Johannine community, itself 
familiar with the activities of prophets (and false prophets according to 
1 John 4:1) would recognize the depiction of an enthusiastic prophet 
in the Fourth Gospel readily enough.” This is unfortunately building 
a conclusion by laying one hypothesis on top of another. Given the 
scarcity of source material, such a risky procedure is understandable 
but the result is subject to a high degree of uncertainty. 

Also Christine Trevett finds Boring's proposal "suggestive" and 
exploits it in more general and cautious terms: “If the New Prophecy 
was a revival of prophetism which had been known in Asia Minor 
Christianity and which had itself coloured the portraya of the 
Johannine Paraclete, then we do not have to look far for explanation 
of why the work of the Three and the activity of the Paraclete should 
have become linked.” She then adds that “in Rome such an associa- 
tion may well have been less obvious and debate ensued." The addi- 
tion is part of her ongoing argumentation with Ronald E. Heine and 
his alternative interpretation of early Phrygian Montanism relative to 
Montanism in Rome. Heine's position is that “the Paraclete passages 
жеге not used by the Montanists in the earliest known debate between 








7 ‘Stewart Spies 1999, 3-6. 

7^ Against Hill (1979) who mistakenly identifies enthusiastic inspiration and mantic 
delivery The denial by one of Epiphanius unnamed sources that enthusiastic prophecy 
ever took place, he also takes to indicate that the source either is later than the second 
century, from a period when such prophecy had come under attack, or that it is not 
Asian (Stewart Sykes 1999, 7). 

= АШ citations from Trevet 196, 93. 
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them and their ecclesiastical opponents in Phrygia. ”™ He points to the 
fact that the early sources on Montanism in Phrygia neither mention 
the Gospel of John nor the Paraclete, and he wants to explain why they 
came to play an important role when the New Prophecy had to defend 
its case in Rome. 

‘The New Prophecy was present in Rome in a remarkably short time 
after it first appeared in Phrygia, and before the turn of the century 
it was well established in the metropolis. We are confident about 
this early presence in Rome because of a conflict which, according to 
Eusebius (Hist. ecc. 2.25.5-7; 6.20.3), involved the status of Johannine 
writings. Towards the very end of the second century, а man from 
Ача Minor, named Proclus, clearly an adherent to the New Prophecy 
came under some attack of the Roman presbyter Gaius. Little is known 
about the content of the dispute but among the issues addressed were 
probably prophetic succession, eschatology, and the legitimacy of 
“new scriptures.”® It also appears that Gaius denied apostolic author- 
ship to the Gospel of John.* He did this, not on theological but on 
literary-historical grounds, proving in detail the many historical dis- 
crepancies and contradictions between the Gospel of John and the 
Synoptic Gospels. According to Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.28.1-2), Gaius 
accredited the Book of Revelation to the heretic Cerinthus, and a 
twelfth century Syrian source says that he also referred the author- 
ship of the gospel to Cerinthus. Around 200 CE, Gaius presented his 
arguments in a Dialogue with Proclus, of which some fragments are 





> Heine has developed this idea in two articles (Heine 1987, 4; Heine 19899) the 
second being a short version of the first His 1992 article follows the same contextually 
dere approach 

"5 For further discussion of dating, see Tabbernee 2007, 37-38, who concludes with 
ıa date in the carly to mid 1508 

his episode features in much of the secondary literature on Montanism: se more 
recently Butler 2006, 23-24: Trevett 1996, 85-56, 131, 139-140; and Culpepper 1994, 
120-122. Tabbernee (2007, 68-70, 127) plays the conflict down to an intelectual, it 

ssionate, dialogue on important sues that took place face-to-face Lampe (2003, 
1) sees i as ап example of the fractionation into house communities, so that around 
200 CE there were, according to Pseudo- Tertullian, two distinctly marked Montanist 
groups in Rome, one influenced by modalist monarchianism under a certain Ae 
тиз (known also from Hippolytos and Jerome) and а group tending towards Logos 
theology under Proclus 

"n his essay im this volume, Charles E. Hl admits that Gaius may have criticized 
the Apocalypse, but calls into question whether he ever criticized (the Gospel of) John. 
However most important to Häl isthe fact that the eciam “proved to be quite ерме”. 
eral and inefiective” 
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known. Since a man of some standing in the churches in Rome saw a 
Possible line of attack in refuting not just the way in which Montanist 
used certain Johannine traditions but indeed the two Johannine writ- 
ings themselves, their authority does not seem to have been beyond 
challenge in Rome towards the end of the second century—even if his 
attack in the end cost him dearly. 

Gaius was challenged by Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 3.11.9,12), an advo- 
cate for the Gospel of John, who in this case performed the balancing 
act of condemning both those who removed one of the four gospels 
and those who added to them. After a critical comment on Marcion, 
Irenaeus continues: 


Others for sure, in order to nullify the gift of the spirit which has been 
poured out on the human race in accordance with the Father's good 
pleasure in the most recent times, do not receive that form which is 
the Gospel according to John, in which the Lord promised to send the 
Paraclete, These reject at the same time both the Gospel and the pro- 
phetic Spirit. They are miserable indeed since they certainly do not wish 
that there be false prophets, but they remove the prophetic gift from the 
church (Adv. haer. 3.11.9) 


Gaius also provoked Hippolytus who in 204/5 wrote his Defense of the 
Gospel of John and Revelation, which Epiphanius used (Pan. 51.3.1-2) 
to construct a sectarian group (including Gaius) whom he labeled 
the Alogi. There is, however, no reason to connect Gaius with such a 
group—both the name and the sect itself may never have existed. 
Gaius’ attempt at discrediting the Gospel of John and the Book of 
Revelation indicates that to second century followers of Montanus 
іп Rome as represented by Proclus, Johannine traditions/writings 
probably were used to support and defend their New Prophecy.” 


7 Tabbernee (2007, 36) holds that Irenaeus is not particularly speaking in defense 
ofthe New Prophecy but simply maintaining the prudent and orthodox position of the 
Gall churches on prophetic gifs and the nature prophecy against thse who would 


dey prophecy a 

= Tabbernce (2007, 68-69) calls them “figments of Epiphanius fertile imagination,” 
and even if he did not completely invent them, “any alleged link to Gaius or to their 
"anti. Montanism is spurious” 

The same applies to the later fourth-century information provided by Jerome in 
his Epistula XLI ай Marcella, which says that a follower of Montanus sent to Marcella 
а collection of texts from the Fourth Gospel to show how the promised Paraclete was 
present in the Montanist movement. Another fourth-century source of significance i 
the Dialexis or Dialogue Between а Montanist and an Orthodox, where the dialogue 
form is used to denounce the errors of Montanism. inthis text the Montanist refers to 
dominical sayings from the Gospel of John such as John 10-30 and 143-11. The Dialexis 
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However, beyond this we know only vaguely how they were inter- 
preted and used also in the case of Proclus. A comment in Pseudo- 
Tertullian distinguishes between the followers of Ргосіше and the 
followers of Aeschinus—both belonging to the New Prophecy. 
Both groups are said to agree that, while the apostles had the Holy 
Spirit, the New Prophets had the Paraclete who revealed more in 
Montanus than Christ revealed in the gospel. Since this, together 
with a mention in Hippolytus’ Refutatio, is the first explicit state- 
ment that the Montanists referred to the source of their prophecies 
as the Paraclete, Ronald E. Heine draws the conclusion that this is 
how, where and when the Montanist claim to the Paraclete had its 
beginning, He therefore maintains that the appeal to the Paraclete 
passages in John's Gospel belongs to a distinctively Roman devel- 
opment within the Montanist movement which in turn influenced 
the North-African branch, in casu Tertullian. Hence the earliest and 
most abundant appearance of references to the Paraclete is in the 
Montanist writings of Tertullian whereas the earliest sources about 
the Phrygian prophets do not mention any Montanist appeal to the 
Paraclete, and those passages that do, Heine deems to be suspect or 
late, In Rome the question of contestation was whether there could 
be prophets after the time of the apostles. The New Prophecy in 
Rome therefore had to justify its “newness,” that is, the validity of 
post-apostolic prophecy. They found the support they needed in the 
passages about the Paraclete in John's Gospel. In the Phrygian con- 
text, however, the church at large had not and did not deny the pos- 
sibility of prophetic gifts and activity. There the argument concerned 
the ecstatic or mantic nature of the New Prophecy and also whether 
the Montanist prophecy was false. 

Ronald E. Heine's interpretation is a praiseworthy attempt at a 
contextual interpretation of the New Prophecy. branching it out into 
two diverse expressions: Phrygia/Asia Minor and Rome together 
with Carthage/North Africa. His observation that there is none or 
only scarce mention of the Paraclete in the early Phrygian material 
is undeniable and he is not alone in commenting on this. This, how- 
ever, also applies to the early Roman material. His argumentation 
therefore depends on his reconstruction of an assumed Montanist 








shows that in the Fourth century people believed that Montanus used the Gospel of John: 
however, the most prominent dispute is not over John but concerns Pauls teaching 
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counter-strategy to a certain line of critique in Rome and on an 
exclusive association of both Irenaeus and Tertullian with Rome— 
denouncing their connections with Asia Minor and knowledge about 
the situation there. 

One might in fact equally well assume that the Montanists in Rome 
came under this kind of attack from Gaius precisely because they 
traditionally used the Gospel of John and the Book of Revelation or 
Johannine traditions to support their prophetic activity. There seems 
to be hardly any doubt that the founding New Prophets in Phrygia 
had eschatological expectations, however imminent, and that they 
entertained ideas about Jerusalem attached to the Phrygian towns 
of Pepouza and Tymion. Whether Jerusalem was the name already 
given to Pepouza,” or whether they expected the heavenly Jerusalem 
to descend on the mountain between Pepouza and Tymion, does 
represent a significant difference. Both options, however, might 
imply the Book of Revelation as a frame of reference even if the 
latter is a stronger echo than the former. In one of the authentic 
oracles assigned to Maximilla, she declares: "After me there will no 
longer be a prophet(ess), but the end.” This may simply indicate 
that these first prophets lived in a context where expectations of an 
imminent end were alive and pethaps common without any par- 
ticular influence of the Book of Revelation, However, in a famous 
oracle attributed to Priscilla, an echo of Revelation is easily heard, 
when she says: “Having assumed the form of a woman, Christ came 
to me in a bright robe and put wisdom in me, and revealed to me 
that this place is holy, and that it is here that Jerusalem will descend 
from heaven." Furthermore, the recent archeological discovery 
of the sites of Pepouza and (tentatively) Tymion, appears to have 
strengthened the eschatological connotations to Rev 21: “Believing 
that (according to a literalistic interpretation of Rev 21:1-2,9-10) the 
New Jerusalem would be able to be seen descending out of heaven 
(cf. Rev 3:8) from (not on) ‘a great high mountain’ (Rev 21:10), 
Montanus found such a mountain in his own native region." It 





© This is the position of Trevett (1996, 100) who argues that the primary reference is 
the mention of Jerusalem in the letter to Philadelphia in Rev 3, rather than Rev 21 

° Quoted from Heine 1989. In a footnote to the last oracle, he notes that its authen- 
ticity has recently been questioned, and that Tertullian may not have known it, and 
З Tabbernce 2007, 113-118, especially р. 116. Afer discovering the site of Pepouza 
and Tymion (вес n6 above) the particular local conditions have made him change his 
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therefore seems that a convincing case can be made for the eschato- 
logical scenario that the Phrygian New Prophets were influenced by 
the prophetic Revelation which they attributed to the apostle John. 

While accepting some of Ronald E. Heine's observations, Christine. 
Trevett insists that John's Gospel played a formative role also in the 
East. Her method is based on a strategy of reversal: she interprets the 
polemic and the biblical passages used by the opponents as mirroring 
Montanist positions and use of scripture—even when there is no direct 
indications that they themselves did use this language. In referring to 
Eusebius’ report in Hist. eccl. 5.1,3-4 on the (possibly Montanist) mar- 
tyrs of Gaul, she claims that what she calls "paraclete language" delib- 
erately echoes language that was meaningful to the Prophets.” In a 
detailed discussion, she further points to the fact that Epiphanius! early 
source (Pan, 48.11.3-4; 48.13.5) echoes and directly appeals to some 
sayings of Jesus in the Gospel of John, including John 16:14 about the 
Paraclete, According to Trevett this clearly presupposes a correspond- 
ing Montanist claim since otherwise there would have been “по need 
for comparison between the promised Paraclete which glorifies Christ 
and the figure of Montanus, whose prophetic words ("I am the Lord 
God...) seemed self- glorifying.” This shadow- or echo-reading is, of 
course, possible but it works only by implication, and I found myself 
not being persuaded by it—even more so since Pan. 48.1-13 provides 
а blend of many passages of equal standing from a variety of New 
‘Testament writings 

In lack of particular evidence, Trevett reverts to ideas about Asia 
Minor as a region where any inbreaking of prophetism would have 
been associated with the Paraclete due to the emphases of John's 
(Asian) Gospel.” With prophecy in decline, the sudden surge of activ- 
ity which the New Prophecy represented could not but be associated 
in some minds with the promised Paraclete. So the lack of discus- 
sion of the Paraclete in Asian sources should not be taken to mean 
that the two came to be associated only in Rome. Rather the Paraclete 
scarcely figures in Asian sources because the conjunction of Paraclete 





mind. He no longer believes, as he suggested in an earlier publication, that Montanus 
reason for naming Pepouza “Jerusalem” was organizational (reviving Acts 1) rather 
than eschatological. 

7 Trevet 1996, 64 

> revet 1996, 64-65. She is, however, more cautious on p. 129. 

э See above, p 347 
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and prophetism was taken for granted, and the Asian debate centered 
instead on form, function and criteria for testing the prophecies or 
the spirits, so as to discredit them. Trevett concludes that Montanus, 
Priscilla and Maximilla were prophets and functioned as Paracletic 
figures. However, when she proceeds to describe their teaching, refer- 
ences to the Gospel of John or other Johannine writings are signifi- 
cantly absent." 

Trevett tries to compensate for this silence with another circum- 
vention or generalization: The New Prophets appealed to sources 
which envisaged a new order such as the one they themselves estab- 
lished—including а public, ministerial and sometimes priestly activity 
of women. Trevett mentions four such sources: John's Gospel which 
looked to the Paraclete as the source of “all truth"; apocalyptic writings 
which were radically critical of their own age of compromise; Galatians 
3:28 (only in later sources); and Joel 2:28-29 (as also quoted in Acts 
2:16-21)." This list is interesting in that it may help demonstrate how 
various passages/sources contribute in various ways. However, Trevett 
is not able to concretize the use of John's Gospel much beyond her 
conjecture that “the ‘truth’ into which the promised Paraclete would 
lead (as the prophets saw it) was surely not constrained so as to fit 
into catholic modes of male priestly activity and lay (and female) in 
tivity"— which of course hermeneutically is nothing but speculation 
even if it reflects the actual participation of women in some Montanist 
ministries. It is only the Joel citation which may be said explicitly to 
support women's prophecy as part of the eschatological scenario, Аз 
far as I can see, the Paraclete passages and the promise of further 
advancement in truth simply warranted novelty—without going into 
concretizations or details. As a reception of the Gospel of John this is 
compelling but also remarkably limited, and it does not support the 
image of a movement immersed in Johannine traditions. 

Since the sources leave so much in darkness, it is difficult to con- 
clude anything definitively. However, whereas Christine Trevett tends 
to overstate her case into conjectures, Ronald E. Heine turns silence 
into denial. A middle ground seems to be that incidents and polemic 
preserved in antagonistic sources both in Rome and Asia Minor may 
be taken to indicate that writings or rather traditions assigned to the 











ж Trevett 1996, 92-94. 
7 Trevett 1996, 195, 
> Trevett 1996, 195-196, 
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apostle John were important to the early New Prophecy movement 
not only in Rome but also in Asia Minor. In Rome Gaius confronted 
the Montanist Proclus by challenging the authority most likely of 
both John's Gospel and his Revelation, that is. Johannine writings and 
traditions more broadly. In the East it appears that John’s prophetic 
Revelation was important and that what is now John’s First Letter may 
have played a role as the spirits were tested. 

‘One should constantly bear in mind that for the followers of 
Montanus all writings/traditions attributed to John served as a coher- 
ent complex.” Tertullian, in his Adversus Marcionem, clearly identifies 
John the prophet/seer of revelation with the apostle John who also 
wrote the gospel and is identical with the elder of the epistles. Hence 
they moved freely between the various writings/traditions assigned to 
the apostle John and interpreted them as illuminating one another. 
Revelation was seen as bearing witness to the fact that John himself 
had been a prophet who in ecstasy had communicated new revealed 
insights.? Most likely there has been a fluctuation between oral tradi- 
tion, memorized text and written documents. Echoes and single say- 
ings leave open the question as to whether they reflect knowledge of 
particular written texts or simply are due to a living oral tradition— 
or perhaps both. The existence of written documents did not mean 
that oral traditions ceased, and texts were orally performed so that 
most people in the Christian communities related to texts by hear- 
ing them read or simply memorized and, in the case of the gospels, 
often also harmonized." Thus they might refer to the apostle John, his 
Gospel, Letter or Revelation, without ever having seen a copy of any of 
these writings. 

Ina short but critical examination some years back, F.E. Vokes con- 
tested the general claim that the New Prophecy had a strong Johannine 
flavour? I find his observations acute. He points to the fact that in 
Eusebius’ report there is no reference to the Paraclete and none to the 
Fourth Gospel apart from the introduction provided by Eusebius him- 











*™ CE Culpepper 1994, 89:~...once the Epistles and Apocalypse were accepted along 
with the Fourth Gospel as the work of the apostle, references of the elder and the seer 
were mingled indiscriminately with references to the жеміс” This was wcll established 
by the end of the second century (Culpepper 1994, 131-32). 

^* In order to remain within this frame of mind, 1 prefer, in this essay, to speak of the 
Gospel of John rather than the Fourth Gospel despite the title of the volume. 

“See Graham 1987. 

© Vokes 1968, 
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self. Epiphanius has ample references to the Old Testament prophets 
and quotations from many parts of the NT but no particular Johannine 
emphasis, while Hippolytus (Ref. 8.19) says that the Montanists thought 
that the Paraclete came in Priscilla and Maximilla and that Montanus 
was a prophet above them who learned more from them than from 
the law, the prophets and the gospel. There is, however, no further 
reference to scripture in the passage. Finally, Pseudo-Tertullian writes 
that the Montanists as far as he knew, held that whereas the Holy 
Spirit was in the apostles, the Paraclete said more and greater things to 
Montanus than Christ set forth in the gospel (Haer. 7.2). The point at 
this stage is not to review one more time the discussion about the role 
references to the Paraclete may have played in the Montanist move- 
ment but to note how little else there is which seems to be informed 
by John’s Gospel. Is this any different in the one source known to us 
which makes great use of the term Paraclete, namely Tertullian? 

Тһе New Prophecy arrived in North Africa at latest by the turn of 
the second to the third century, probably by way of Rome but also from 
direct contact with Asia Minor.° Tertullian most probably became 
engaged with the New Prophecy in 207/8. Jerome later states that 
Tertullian “lapsed into the doctrine of Montanus" (Vir. ill. 53), simply 
assuming that involvement with the New Prophecy meant breaking off 
from the church at large. However, recent scholarship seems to agree 
that at this early stage and perhaps particularly in Carthage, supporters 
of the New Prophecy had not left or been made to leave the church but 
formed a charismatic group or circle within it. 

In his later writings Tertullian appears as a strong theological voice 
of the New Prophecy. It may be unusual and extreme, but it is not 
“heretical.” Whereas some claim that the influence of Montanism 
profoundly affected Tertullian's understanding of spirit and church, 
others hold that it brought little change to his theological outlook but 
that his tone and style became more strident. The influence of the New 
Prophecy primarily confirmed the ascetic views which he already held 
оп martyrdom, marriage. fasting and forgiveness of sins.“ 


© CE that Trevets (1996, 67) main interest in Tertullian “is to discover whether his 
version of the Prophecy bore much relation to that in Asia Minor” 

© In his 1985 postscript which is included in the updated reprint of his 1971 book on 
Tertullian, Barnes pulls back from his previous "which had an earlier date 

‘© "Tabbernce 1997, 54-59; Tabbernee 2007, ишег 2006, 25-26. 

5 CE, ia, Osborn 1997. 
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Tertullian speaks frequently of the Paraclete and he also refers to 
Montanus, Maximilla and Priscilla, or the Three. The earliest refer- 
ence to the New Prophecy is found іп Adversus Marcionem. Some 
Montanist scholars read such references primarily with a view to 
establishing earlier sources and citations of “pure” Montanist material 
such as oracles—thus applying an insular approach and supporting 
that much of Tertullian’s writings express his individual, idiosyncratic 
profile with limited representative value for the movement as such. 
Kurt Aland examines whether Tertullian changed his mind when he 
became а Montanist but more importantly he asks why earlier views 
which Tertullian continued to uphold, should not be counted as 
Montanist.” 

Despite their early third-century origin, I have chosen to take account 
of some parts of the earliest writings from Tertullian's Montanist period, 
among them one where a prophetic oracle is included. My approach 
is, following Aland, to read Tertullian's texts not only as containing 
some Montanist references or oracles but to regard Tertullian as a rep- 
resentative of the New Prophecy and the one who has left us with the 
most comprehensive sources still extant. However idiosyncratic, they 
аге not hostile. The question may well be less about how Montanism 
influenced Tertullian and more about how Tertullian's own personal- 
ity is reflected in his writings and came to shape what is remembered 
as Montanism." A caveat is therefore also called for when it comes to 
how reliable Tertullian is as a source to any form of Montanism other 
than his own. However, “making due allowances for the nature of 
Tertullian's ‘Montanist’ works, it is still possible to see how at least one 
adherent of the New Prophecy in the pre-Constantinian era answered. 
the charges of pseudo-prophecy, novelty and heresy.” 

‘These examples from Tertullian make possible longer lines of 
argumentation. Thus echoes from scripture are sometimes heard 








"Aland 1960, 12. Being concerned with stages of development, he points to Тег. 
liat dcachmcnt om E original, care Pein prptecy in that Рероша and 
expectations of the New Jerusalem are simply mot mentioned. However, ahbcrnce 
(2007, 130, 155-56) claims that in Adversum Marconem 3.244 (probably from 208 CE) 
“Tertullian refers to the “ty which the apostle John had seen; and also that the only 
extant fragment from his De ccstasi may indicate that he “accepted the validity of Mon 
tanus prophecy concerning the impending judgment” (Tabbernec 2007, 155) 

“Dunn (2004) holds that ай of Tertulliani Montanist works are dated 206-211 CE, 
and that, except in the case of Ad Seapulam, there i no work written after 206 that docs 
Sol display characteristic Montanist indicators 

^ Tabbernce 207,132 
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more distinctly, or it becomes clear that the oracle has a function 
in relation to an exegetical or hermeneutical reflection. In De fuga 
in persecutione 9, probably from the year 209, Tertullian cites two 
oracles within the same context. There is nothing in the oracles 
themselves that indicates a Johannine resonance. They are concerned 
with martyrdom and are often read as evidence that followers of the 
New Prophecy were encouraged not just to suffer but to seek martyr- 
dom.” Tertullian does not name the prophet who uttered them, but 
many interpreters attribute them to Montanus himself. It has also 
been claimed that the content at least of one of them indicates that 
they were uttered by women and probably also primarily addressed 
to women.” However, Tertullian may equally well refer to them 
аз authentic though contemporary revelations of the Paraclete by 
опе of the local prophet(esse)s active in Carthage, as suggested by 
William Tabbernee.? He also shows how Tertullian a year later, in 
De anima 55.5, again quotes part of one of the two oracles, this time 
probably from memory. In De anima the oracle is attributed to the 
Paraclete, not the "Spirit" as before, which may simply mean that 
there to his mind is no distinction between the two terms; they may 
be used interchangeably. This is all the more likely since, in De fuga 
їп persecutione 9, the two oracles conclude a hermeneutical exercise 
concerning the status of "the command to flee from city to city— 
implicitly referring to Matt 10:23 ав part of the Galilean commission 
of the Twelve. Tertullian argues that in the teaching of the apostles 
themselves this command was not renewed, and it also goes against 
their example as they never fled. This is explicitly applied to Paul and 
also to John, who has already been implied as the one who wrote 
his letters to the churches in confinement on an island because he 
confessed and did not fly. He taught that we must lay down our lives 
for one's brethren (John 15:13). In his Revelation he has heard the 
doom of the fearful, and in his letters the exhortation is accordingly 
that “there is no fear in love, but perfect love casts out fear; for fear 








™ For this discussion, see Tabbernee 2007, 201-260. Generally, he contests the idea 
thatthe Montanists encouraged voluntary martyrdom, 

27 See Tabbernee 2007, 21335. 

7 Jensen 1996, 148. 

© Tabbernce 2007, 213-214. 

% Tabbernee 2007, 213-214. 
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has to do with punishment"—the fire of the lake, no doubt—“and 
whoever fears has not reached perfection in love" (1 John 4:18-19). 
This passage shows how the assumption that the apostle John wrote 
the Gospel, the Letter and the Revelation, allows a free flow of refer- 
ence and thought between these writings. Also seeking the council 
of the Spirit brings approval of what the Spirit has already uttered 
about not being fearful and letting down one's life. Hence in this case 
the specificity of the oracle, which has no apparent allusion to any 
Johannine passage, is yet supported by the references to John, ргоу- 
ing that the Spirit does not do more than approve the word of the 
same Spirit exhorting not flight but martyrium. The Paraclete calls to 
martyrdom and denounces those who flee (De fuga in persecutione 
9.4; 11.3). 

In De monogamia 21-4. no oracle is cited but it is an interesting 
example of the hermeneutical function which the Johannine echoes 
serve. Tertullian states that those who reproach the (Montanist) prac- 
of monogamy with heresy also have to deny the Paraclete “for no 
other reason than that they consider him to be the instigator of a new 
discipline, and one that is too harsh indeed for them.” Tertullian's first 
point is therefore to discuss whether the Paraclete has taught things 
that may be considered new adversus catholicam traditionem and also 
burdensome. Now, he says: 


‘The Lord himself has addressed each issue. For when he says: “I have 
stil many things which 1 would say to you, but you cannot bear them 
yet: when the Holy Spirit has come, he will Jead you into all truth” (cf 
John 1612-13), he asserts sufficiently indeed that the Spirit will inform 
fully of things which can both be considered to be new, in that they have 
never been made known before, and sometimes burdensome, in that 
they had not been made known for that very reason (Mon. 2.2). 








He then adds that this is not a carte blanche for anything new and bur- 
densome to be ascribed to the Paraclete, and lists the criteria by which 
an adversarius spiritus should become apparent. The Paraclete, hav- 
ing had many things to teach fully conferred upon him by the Lord, 
positively proves himself by bearing testimony to Christ himself, that 
he is such as we believe, together with the whole order of God the 
creator. He will glorify Christ (cf. John 16:14) and cause things to be 
remembered about him, and when he has taught those things about 
the primitive rule of faith, he will reveal many things belonging to the 
discipline. Finally Tertullian, returning to John 16:12-13, repeats that 
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these revelations “come from no other Christ than him who said that 
he had also many other things which the Paraclete would teach fully, 
and that when these teachings (such as monogamy) are burdensome, 
they ‘are no less burdensome to the present (recipients) than they were 
to those who at that time could not yet endure them. " Later in Мон. 
14.7, he adds that “any one can bear them now, since he who gives 
power to bear them is present.” However, when it comes to the con- 
duct actually prescribed by the Paraclete, he draws almost exclusively 
оп other apostolic writings, such as Paul's 1 Corinthians. 

Тһе hermeneutical pattern is extremely clear and it constantly 
repeats itself: the passages about the Paraclete in John 16 and also 
John 14 are of crucial importance in that they represent a springboard 
for launching a new and burdensome discipline for mature Christians. 
‘The concretization of this discipline does not challenge the fundamen- 
tal rule of faith. It is sometimes supported by a host of other textual 
references but—not surprisingly given the issues involved—hardly 
ever from the Gospel of John. Indeed, the content of the oracles shows 
that the Paraclete spoke on disputed issues of conduct; he is the “deter- 
miner of discipline.” Theologically, this supports the idea that the New 
Prophecy provided an extension of Tertullian's initial theme of divine 
economy. Beyond the rule of faith which is perfect and complete and 
which declares the oneness of God and the saving work of Christ, there 
is scope for novelty because the grace of God continues to advance 
until the very end.” 

Tertullian's use of Johannine writings thus supports the profile 
же have seen throughout. He may be theologically more elaborate 
and advanced: the eschatology is less in focus but references to the 
Paraclete are abundant. His interest in John is primarily related to 
the crucial and almost repetitious role the Paraclete plays both in his 
hermeneutics and his understanding of divine economy and progres- 
sive revelation. In order to support Tertullian’s moral strictness, the 
Paraclete was important as the determiner of discipline through pro- 
phetic oracles, but for further defense of the strict moral conduct the 
oracles sought to impose, other New Testament writings were in actual 
fact more important and suitable. 

In conclusion, the Johannine sayings by Jesus about Holy Spirit/ 
Paraclete were important to the self-understanding of the New 


= Osborn 1997, 213. 
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Prophecy—most probably already in its early Phrygian beginning even 
if the Johannine term Paraclete is not used in still extant sources until a 
generation or two later. Christ's promise according to the apostle John 
of a Holy Spirit/Paraclete that should lead further into the truth was 
regarded as being fulfilled in a prophetic activity which was challenged 
first as to its source and later also as to its post-apostolic novelty. The 
dominical sayings about the Paraclete helped counter both lines of 
opposition, as did the fact that the same apostle had himself been a 
prophet having visions and hearing heavenly voices. The Montanists’ 
reception of the Gospel of John therefore cannot be seen in isola- 
tion from their use of the other traditions they also attributed to the 
apostle John, especially the Revelation. The time and traditions of the 
apostle(s) were rendered due honor at the same time as their authority 
also allowed the Montanists to honor the New Prophecy as being in 
continuity with this normative time precisely because the newness of 
their oracles was a witness to the promised advancement in truth. Yet, 
beyond the pleas to the Paraclete, however significant, specific refer- 
ences to the Gospel of John are remarkably scant and almost absent in 
what is left of Montanist sources. 
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Alcibiades 58 
Aletheia, see Truth 


Alexandria 4, 4nn10-11, 6n21, 49, 69, 
74,154, 173-174, 174ni0, 173012, 
194,211, 213-214, 214812, 217-218, 
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162067, 163-164, 179, 222 
Beloved Disciple, the 3, 308, 5, S19, 
6, бало, 29, 31, 56, 58; 65-66, 68, 
73-24, 76-77, 77, 78-81, 84-83, 89, 
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7058; Vindobonensis: 49 146-147, 14711212, 149, 151, 153, 

Community (Johannine) 2nd, 3, 307, 7, 191, 191nn7274, 192, 192075, 
4,620, 7-8, 8033, Hints, 17, 7al, 196, 204-206 
19, 24, n13, 26, 28028, 29, Dionysos. of Alexandria: 4, 265190; 


29nn29-30, 30, 32, 33n45, 34, 3653, bar Salibi: 264-265090 
42, 59, 124, 128, 132, 134, 142, 294, Diotima 57-58 


349-350 Docctic Docetism 214, 36, 36nn33.56, 
Constantine (pre-Constantinian) 329, 57, 37n58, 38, 38060, 40, 40069, 69, 
347, 339, 69174, 202-203, 2034109, 263190, 
Creation 30,89, 113, 115019, 116020, 266-267, 295 

119, 125, 127, 129-131, 134035, Domitian 328 


146-147, LA7AL2, 148-131, 151026, 
152, 152n30, 133, 153032, 161, 177- Ebed jesu 264090 
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101, 121-122, 134; Valentinian Ball, Зам, 44n78, 78, 242-243, 
interpretation of 184, 196, 203, 268-270, 281, 285-286, 388-289, 
2030107; of light: 51, 53-55, 39, 63, 3595168, 291-292, 294-295, 320011, 
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158-160, 162-164, 167, 178024, 205, 
22-223 

Felix 154 
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21719, 218, 220-223, 225n40, 226, 
228, 243, 245-246, 250, 253-254, 
257-259, 2590n73.75, 260, 260076, 
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202-203, 203nn106.108-109, 204-205, 
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Hermetica 125,203, 240 

Herod Antipas 5n17, 133032 
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17305, 255n61, 264n85, 276n127, 346, 
351823, 352-333, 358. 
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“Lam” Jesus: 20, 32-54, 36, 66, 138, 
163, 203, 277, 282; ЕЭ 
355 Prolennoia: 93, 97-99, 114, 118, 
121, 123, 137; YHWH: 217 

lamblichus 21204 

Ignatius 5nl6, 9-10, 36-37а56, 37-38, 
Эвлё, 65, 233n2, 241-242, 261, 268, 
270, 274-275, 2730125, 276-277, 
2770131, 278, 2780134, 279, 2790135, 
280, 2800137, 281, 281141, 282, 
2820145, 283-284, 2840n152-153, 
285,295, 331 

Image of God: 10807, 110-111, 
115-116, 125-127, 130-131, 133, 
136-139, 165, 165176, 2030106, 
21309, 218, 221, 26, 228; in 
Heracleon’s Commentary: 188, 

196, 196n86, 206, 2060118, 
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Incarnation 36, 101, 113, 125, 140, 
181, 194n85, 203, 203an106-107, 206, 
257-258, 265, 335-338, 40. 

Irenaeus 1, 2n4, 4nn10-11, 6021, 
азі, 9035, 10-11, 23, 36856, 107, 
107n25-6, 108-103, 137, 142, 145; 
14713, 151, 151па2б.29, 152, 
152030, 153, 153032, 134, 154034, 
15539, 156, 156004749, 137-159, 
160062-63, 162, 162n67, 164, 
164072, 165-166, 166nn79-80, 167, 
167084, 168, 73, 173ап3-4, 174, 
17409, 175, 177nn19-20, 178nn24-26, 
180033, 181035, 184, 184047, 185030, 
1825355 57, 188063, 190071, 1 
192574, 194, 148}, 196086, 198, 
198091, 200, 2010100, 2030105, 
204n111, 205, 206n117, 213, 222-223, 
205, 225840, 234-236, 242-243, 
244n29, 245, 247-248, 252, 261, 266, 
268, 268n100, 269-270, 270n108, 272, 
2761129, 2802137, 2850135, 286-288, 
294-295, 301-302, 308-309, 309522, 
310-312, 312202831, 314, 314839, 
316 319, 319m1, 320, 32000811, 321 
321nn18-19, 322, 32321-23279, 
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375-327, 327036, 328, 328nn59-61.66, 
329, 329173, 330, 330nn78-80.82-83, 
эз, 331nn9092-93, 332-333, 
33300109.111, 334-335, 
335m1 22-125.125-126, 336, 336n127, 
337, 3370138, 338-339, 390147, 340, 
3400149, 352, 352027, 354 

Isis 61-62 

rad 131, 138, 215, 217-218 


James the Just/Brother of Jesus: 6n20, 
79, 82, 85, Вп, 86-87: Son of 
Zebedee: 517,49, 52, 58-59, 68, 286 

Jerome 6n21, 157055, 175014, 351825, 
352229, 358 

Jerusalem, sce also Hirosolyma S3, 
56,69, 85-86, 138, 140-141, 176, 183, 
187, 199, 206, 305112, 306: Higher 
(Valentinian) Jerusalem: 196186, 206; 
Now Jerusalem: 11, 48, 354, 34830, 
355032, 359047 

Jesus, see also Christ 5n17,6, Una, 
20-23, 33а7, 24-25, 25017, 26-27, 
27024, 28, 282730, 30n34, 3034, 
Эйпейв-49, 36, 36036, 37, 37058, 38, 
38n60, 39, 39nn63-67, 40, 40n069-70, 
її, 41nn71-72, 42, 4449-54, SANZ, 
55-60, 60n40, 62-69, 71-89, 01, 
110-113, 114n17, 116n20, 121-123, 
129025, 124-126, 128-130, 132, 
132-139032, 13, 133034, 134, Dani, 
135-136, 136038, 138-140, 140040, 
141-143, 148-149, 149020, 157, 176, 
183, 85, 187, 190, 192, 195, 197-198, 
201, 201588, 203-204, 2040112, 211, 
216016, 220-221, 238817, 239031, 
240, 243-247, 249-250, 250044, 251, 
251-256, 239073, 260-263, 266, 
268-269, 71-272, 2720114, 273-274, 
277, 277130, 278-282, 
252nn144-145, 283-286, 288, 
290-294, эм, 306-307, 310, 314, 
320-322, эм, моз, 348-390, уу, 








Jews, see also Judaism Sn17, 11, 24, 
2an13.15, 69, 138-139, 146n3, 
14817, 176, 182, 187, 190, 192, 
195-196, 199, 199n93, 202, 204, 251, 
262, 271, 295 

John ` Apostle/Son of Zebedee: 4, 517, 
6, 6n21, в, 49-50, 32-54, 56-39, 63, 
(65-68, 6871, 73, 77-78, 82, 111-1 
116920, 120, 120523, 127, 128023, 
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129, 141-142, 146, 148-149, 154, 
156249, 166, 200-201, 207, 265092, 
268, 286-287, 289n168, 292, 314, 
320-322, 324-325, 328-329, 348, 
355-357, 359147, 361, 363; Baptist: 7, 
эз, 101, 12, 126-125, 132, 132032, 
133-134, 134nn35.37, 136, 141,176, 
179-181, 183, 194084, 193, 199, 
202-205, 246, 256-257, 290, 292-293, 
306, 335; Elder: 4-5, 23, 211, 78, 
242, 285-286, 288-289, 2898168, 321, 
357, 361; Evangelist: 3, 308, 4, Anil, 
nnlé-17, 6, 6nn21-22, 10, 22-23, 
23n9, 162, 200-201, 327-328, 357, 
361; Mark 78; Seer 4, 6n21, 2309, 
112, 328, 32839, 357, 360-361, 363 

Jordan 75, 83, 134 

Josephus 240 

Judaism, sec also Jews 24, 24013, 61, 
110, 212-214, 217, 220, 222, 25, 
ET 

Judas Iscariot: 6, 77, 87, 87-8822, 
38-89, 247; Thomas: 79, 2-86 

Judea 55,74, 134, 196, 196n88, 199,206 

Justin the Gnostic 2760127 

Justin Martyr 9-11, 14605, 193, 
153033, 154, 154n3, 155, 155042, 
136, 236, 298017, 242, 251-282, 
252148, 253, 253851, 254, 25434, 
255, 253039, 256, 256n62, 257-259, 
35927173, 260, 260076, 261-262, 
262081, 263, 265-266, 27im111, 
2720112, 273-274, 2760127, 2850135, 
288, 294-295, 309, 311, 313, 313033, 
314,316, 330053, 331, 338 




















Kenoma 151828, 161, 198092 


lamb 33, 180, 203, 245-246 
Last Supper 50,54, 36, 66, 77-78, 
140040, 278; cf 73 

Law, see also Torah 24, 130, 146, 
1465, 147, 147012, 148, L48n17, 149, 
149520, 150, 15, 285n154, 358 





Levite(s) 185, 185050, 195, 199 

Life Gnostic use of the concept: 97-98, 
216, 219, 226-227: 

Johannine concept: 13 21 

52-53, 118, 127, 140n40, 157251, 

161-163, 179, 186, 189, 205, 218823, 

219, 224, 244-245, 268, 2760127, 






278-279, 294; Neoplatonic concept: 
160561; Spiritual Eve: 114018, 
117-118, 226-227; Valentinian acon: 
158, 161-165, 178224, 223 

Light "19-20, 22, 25, 32, 52-34, 39, 

63, 67, 69, 52, 58, 97-100, 109, 112, 

114, Hants, 115, 113019, 116-119, 

119822, 120-128, 128230, 129-130, 

132-135, 137, 141, 179, 192077, 212, 
215, 219, 222) 

Likeness 10807, 117, 119, 122-124, 
124n26, 137, 215, 217-218 

Logos, же also Word 19, 30, 30n35, 94, 
57-102, 110-111, 121-124, 124026, 
125-129, 131-134, 134n35, 135, 
140-141, 131, 151па26-27, 152, 
156051, 158-160, 160n61, 161-162, 
162066, 163-165, 165076, 177, 
177020, 178, 178024, Y 
194n85, 197, 202, 204-205, 
206o2117- 118, 21349, 217-218, 
222-224, 225n039-40, 228, 251, 257, 
258n70, 259, 281, 338, 39125 

LXX, see Septuagint 

Lyons 1,107, 234, 242, 252, 301, 309, 
316, 319, 321, 323-324, 326, 339-340 


Man, see also Son of Man Apocalyptic: 
215, 217; Gnostic divinity. Пад, 
115-117, 126-127, 133, 136-138, 
212, 21309, 216-222, 225, 22540, 
226-229; Primal/primordial Man: 
2102, 229; Valentinian acon: 158, 
161-165, 165, 178224, 2070119, 223 














Marcion, Marcionite(s) 8,145, 147, 
147an6.12, 148, 148017, 151-152, 
152nn30-31, 153, 153032, 154, 
151234, 156047, 169, 268-269, 
309-311, 311an27-28, 312, 333, 392 

Marcus Marconite: 147012 
Valentinian: 2800137 

Martyrdom, Martyrs 5,517, 49, 86, 
141, 154-136, 169, 243, 246, 268, 278, 
309, 345, 355, 358, 360, 360250, 361 

Mary Magdalene: 6, 77-80, S0nl 

83, 141; Mother: 80-81, 266; 
cÉ virgin: 258-260, 260076, 266, 
заны, 2730116 
Mathaias 84 
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Matter 116, 119, 122, 137, 159-160, 
160161, 162, 178, 181, 183-184, 186, 
18nn36-57. 188-192, 196, 199, 
202-203, 2030107, 334-336; material 
orldjbody: 57, 18-119, 127, 129, 
159, 181-185, 186, 186055, 18 
187559, 191, 191273, 196 (passions), 
205, 303105, 204-205, 278 

Matthias 78 

Matthew 82, $4, 286, 289-291, 325 

Maximilla 346-347, 354, 336, 338-359 

Melito of Sardis 242, 248, 331, 348 

Menander 312030 

Messiah 26, 52, 62, 128030, 215-216, 
220, 228, 274 

Mind Gnostic acon/concept: 122, 140, 
21309, 218, 227; Neoplatonic concept: 
160, 160161; Valentinian acon: 158, 
163-164, 222-223 

Miracle, ec also Signs, Wonders 49, 
63-65, 67,69, 192, 292-293, 325 

Mithras 62 

Moderatus 159, 159060, 160861 

Monogenes 98, 100, 119, 127, 129, 
149021, 158-160, I60na6163, 162, 
162006567, 163-164, 178n24, 179, 
212,219, 232-223, 257-258, 258070, 
259, 259nn71,73-74, 260, 263, 269, 
273, 338 

Montanist() Montanism 3, 11, 
345, 4503, M6n5, М7, 3479.11, 
348, мвп16, 349, 349017, 350-151 
351525, 352, 352an28-29, 353-399, 
359n4, 360050, 361, 363 

Montanus 345-347, 349n7, 332, 
352-353029, 353-335, 385032, 
356-359, 359047, 360 

Moses, Mosaic 24, 109-110, 117-11 
130-131, 133, 146, 14605, 148, 
14017, 255059, 335 

Mount of Olives 51, 53,59, 67 

‘Muratorian Fragment Anl I, 136047, 
288, 291-294, 314, 314038 




















Naasseni 2768127 

Nag Hammadi 7-8, бөзі, 9835, 
‘38n60, 73, 81-83, 85-86, 86n20, 
93-94, 99, 105-106, 10693, 108, 111, 
112nn13-14, 157054, 211, 219n24 

Name Jesus’ name: 25, 39965, 52, 
128-129, 214, 216; Name of God: 
125-130, 138, 214, 216-218, 218023, 
225n40, 228, 253 

Nathanael 265092, 336 








Nazareth, Nazarene _135,136n38,159, 41 
N um 159, 15960, 164 
Nicodemus 32,134, 134037, 136, 
255-256, 294, 307 

Notus 157055 

Numenius 159, 159n60, 161n60 


153, 158-159, 162-166, 
168-163, 178n24, 180157, 
196nn86.88, 206, 2061117, 207 

Only-Begotten, ee Monogenes 

G) 1075, 109-110, 137, 164, 
ears 165, Ins 22540 

Opponents, see also Schismaties 
"Johannine: 18, 27024, 31, 33n47, 
эйэ, 35, 35051, 36, 16-3756, 37, 
‘38060, 39, 39nn66-67, 40, 40n69 41, 
18871-75, 42, 42074, 43; Marconi: 
148, 151, 133 

Origen Ап, 2309, 173, 1731, 
173-174а7, 174, 174010, 175, 175012, 

6, 17бва17-18, 177-179, 

179nn29-30, 182; 183n40, 185050, 
18бап54.56, 191-192074, 192, 194, 
196087, 197, 2012103, 203nn106.108, 
204, 218, 224, 224n36, 225, 249-250, 
250043, 251, 254, 310, 314, 315n40, 
332-333, 40 

 Oxyrhynchus, see Papyri 


Palestine 400 
Papias 4, 4n11, 5, Snn16-17, 62, 
10-11, i12, 242, 261, 266, 268, 270, 
285-289, 2890168, 290-291, 2910174, 
292, 2920178, 293, 293179, 294-295, 
эй, эз, 338-34 
Papyi see айо Codex. Bodmer 1/6: 
‘Sn Oxyrhynchus 9033, 61, 211, 270, 
2705105, 273; pre-Constantine: 329, 
Rylands 457/42 69n75, 229044 
Paralete, se also Spirit 11, 28, 28027, 
ч. атал, 43-44, 124, 348-382, 
352029, 333, 355-363 
Passover 33,88, 196, 199, 305 
Рай Snló, 35031, 49, 65-67, 78-79, 
119022, 146, 148-149, 14920, 175, 
190, 194, 225, 281, 28in141, 2820145, 
320,321 (баш), 322, 324, 337, 327053, 
эя, 339, 353029, 360, 362 
рероша. ме айо Tymion 34606, 354, 
“sins, 334-355032, зәм? 
Pater itl, 49, 68, біті, 77-78, 
81-89, 84-83, 87, 88022, 140-141, 
286, 291, 3191, 320, 328, 336 
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Pharisce(s) 49, 64, 139, 141,195, 
199095 
Philip Apostle/Evangelist: 6, 82, 140, 
286: of Side: 5а17 
Philo of Alexandria _66n69, 125, 130, 
134035, 14605, 147n9, 164071, 
165, 165076, 217, 217819, 218, 221, 
205939, 228 
Phrygia, see also Cataphrygian 242, 
248, 345-348, 350-351, 353-355, 
359547, 363 
Pilate 55, 261-262 
Pistis Gnostic divinity: 21; 
concept: 146n4 
Pisto 65-66, 108n8, 159160, 164, 
164n71, 240, 240024, 250043 
Platonic, Platonism 103, 57,65, 
16061, 164, 164n71, 165, 218, 
220-222, 394; Middle: 159, 139060, 
160061, 164-165, 212; Neo: 138, 
16001 
Pleroma 114, 151, 151n28, 152, 
152031, 158-159, 161-162, 162166, 
163, 166, 166n82, 167, 167084, 
168-169, 178, 181, 185n50, 196, 
196086, 198, 198192, 205-206, 
206nn117-118, 2078119, 227-229 
Plotinus 159060, 160061 
Pneumatics, see Spirituals 
Polycarp 3nl6, 10, 112, 136049, 
242, 265-267, 267194, 268-269, 
2695103, 270, 283n147, 320011, 323, 
Эззап31 33, 324-327 
Polymorphy 58-60, 60n40, 61, 61049, 
62-63, 63, 68 
Porphyry 159060, 164n71, 240 
Prem 137035 
Prayer 23,63, 86, 268, 2772132, 306 
Prepon 147ni2 
Presbyter, see Elder. 
Pries(s) ` 128030, 185, 185050, 195, 
199, 356 
Priscilla 347, 354, 356, 358-359 
Produs 351, 351505, 352-353, 357 
Prologue (Johannine) 3n6, 7-930, 
30535, 31, 52, 67, 94, 96-102, 105, 





Rhetorical 





117, 123, 125-126, 138, 129-132, 142, 


145, 149, 151-152, 152030, 153-154, 
158-160, 16063, 161-166, 168-165, 
16990, 176, 178324, 200-202, 207, 
211, 218, 221-225, 227, 257-288, 
255571, 260, 265, 331-333, 337-339 

Pronoia "Character: 112-114, 
1Hnn17-18, 115-116, 116020, 








116n20, 119222, 120-121, 124-126, 
129-132, 141-142 

Prophecy, prophetic 6n20, 194, 
194-195n83, 244, 250043, 253, 256, 
280; New Prophecy (Montanism): 
11,345, 45n3, 346-347, 347nn9.11, 
343-349, 349018, 330, 350021, 
351-352, 332227, 353-358, 38043, 
эз, эзы, 360, S MM 

Propheis) false: 38, 41071; Hebrew 
‘prophets: 109, 134035, 180, 186056, 
194, 194nn84-85, 199, 263, 281, 285, 
335; erus 67, 180; John the Baptist: 
128, 133, 179-181, 183, 335: New 
(Monlanist: 346-348, 348016, 349, 
34917, 250, 152-158, 360, 363 

Protennoia 93-96, 100-101, 120-122, 
124-125, 129, 132-135, 137 

Pseudo-Tertullian 107, 10706, 157, 
157035, 166n075-80, 167, 17316, 
351225, 353, 358 

түнсіз) 113,119, 129, 181-185, 
185050, 186, 136nn35-57, 18 
18759, 188, 188nn60.62.64, 189, 
18965, 190, 190069, 191, 191074, 
192, 19280757, 193, 194n85, 196, 
199, 199553, 200, 20310105108, 
204-205 

Prolemacus, Ptolemacan(s) 4, 8, 34, 
9, 145-146, 14605, 147, 14786, 148, 
14817, 149, 149n020-21, 150-155, 
1350242-43, 156-157, 159, 160063, 
161, 163, 165-166, 166nn82-83, 167, 
167884, 168, 168n086-87, 169, 169n90, 
17303, 75, 177, 17844, 188063, 197, 
201099, 205, 266, 312, 331 












Qumran, see also Dead Sea 7,28, 
36060 


Resurrection 51, 53, 62, 65, 67-68, 80, 
112, 139-140, 142, 2032106, 250044, 
251, 266, 268, 2724114, 277, 285,295, 
En 

Rome 10, 61, 66, 87, 107, 145, 147, 
153-156, 136nn47.49, 169, 17305, 
174, 234-235, 242, 248-249, 252-253, 
255, 261, 263-264, 264n85, 265, 275, 
275n125, 294-295, 30304, 309, 316, 
320,326, 328-329, 345, 350-351, 
351n25, 352-358 
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Sabbath 24,268 
Sacrifice 32-33, 34n48, a8, 146 
Samael, see abo Devil тап! 

Samaria 196, 196n87 

Samaritan people 188, 198, 200; 
woman: 155-136, 151026, 176, 182, 
1857186, 186023356, 187, 189, 
189267, 192, 195, 197-198, 202, 204, 
245, 261185 

Sandal 180-181, 196, 203 

Satan, see also Devil 60, 87 

Saturninus 309-310, 312, 312030. 

Savior Gnostic SI, 111-112, 12025, 
139-140, 212-214, 216, 219-221, 235, 
225040, 226, 228-229; Johannine: 
Эз, cf. 253, 2800139, 285, 

292; Thomasine: 84: Valentinian: 
134n35, 146, 149-150, 130023, 151, 
151nn26.29, 152-153, 159, 160n61, 
162, 162266, 163, 175, 175015, 
177, 177920, 178, 178824, 179-184, 
184043, 185-186, 186053, 187-188, 
188060, 189-190, 192, 192077, 193, 
194n85, 195-196, 19608, 197-198, 
200, 202-203, 203а1105-108, 
205-206, 29бва 17-118, 207, 
тап» 

Schism, Schlsmatics, se alio 
‘Opponents Johannine: 3-4, 
033, 35-36, 36053, 40n69, 41,43, 
44079, 142; Marcionite: 43-148 

School, see аво Community 
Johannine: 5, $19, 6, 17, 1995, 
322530; Valentinian: 155, 155038, 
163n68, 165, 167-168, 169090, 
173-174, 17407, 312 

Scribe 84,251, 2702106, 2760127 

Seripture(s) 24014, 26,96, 14759, 148, 
175, 190, 193-194, 207, 213-214, 217, 
219, 224, 236, 242, 244, M49, 255039, 
259, 239072, 260, 261085, 274, 
292-293, 308, 310-311, 321, 335, 329, 
331334, 351, 335, 358-3397 

Secessionists, see Schismaties 

Secundus 167 

Seed of Seth: 106nn3-4, 10743, 108, 
10867, 109-112, 140; c£ 114-115, 
121, 123, 127-138, 134; Spiritual 
(Valentinian 163590, 181, 183, 
203n106, 206, 2060118, 207, 
2o7nnt 19-120, 225 

Semeia source 67, 67070, 266 

Septuagint 64, 64564, 165, 217,245, 
255, 255n59, 272112, 278 




















10807, 109-110, 1029, 11 
131, 135, 140, 191 

Sethian(s)Sethite(s), Sethianism of 
Refutatio: 10746, 2760127; Scholarly 
definition: 1n3, 8933, 9, 88, 105-106, 








-12, 112-113, 
35, 137, 141-143, 





ison 
Steph Gon: 123, 264083 


10604 

Sige, se Silence 

Signs, see alo Miracle, Wonders 52, 
'61,67, 69, 189, 251, 292-294 

Silence Gnostic concept/acon: 120n23, 
125 Valentinian acon: 158, 162, 
162267, 164; Word proceeding from 
silence. 281, 2830148 

Simon Peter "77 

Simonians 10705 

268-269, 269n103, 323, 

323031, 324 


Social Identity Perspective 18,42, 





Socrates 57-58 
Solomon portio of 251 
Son of God 22,24, 26, 39, 39nn65-66, 


чо, 40n69, 52, 122, 281, 2720114 

Son of Man Apocalyptic. 214-216, 21, 
228; Gnostic: ПАВ, 116, 122-1 
126-127, 133, 136, 138, 212, 214-3 
216n18, 218-220, 225-229; Johannine/ 
Synoptic 54, 118, 157051, 214-216, 
216016, 218, 220, 282: Valentinian: 
206-207, 207119) 

Sophia, see also Wisdom 108-110, 
112-113, 115, 115n19, 17, 119, 
126-127, 130-131, 137, 151026, 159, 
161-162, 165175, 177020, 178, 181, 
186552, 198, 203-206, 206n117, 
206-207n118, 207 

Spirit, see also Paraclete 28,31, 36-38, 
41, 41n071-72, 53, 57, 113019, 118, 
120, 124, 131-137, 143, 181 
184249, 187-188, 190, 228,246, 276, 
273-280, 314, 330, 347-348, 350,352, 
358, 360-361; of antichrist: 26n19, 38: 
adversaryicounterfeit/of deccito error 
28,41, 41273, 119; cf. 139; Holy: 28, 
31, 41073, 115, 122, 134, 136, 179, 
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184, 196, 2030107, 245-247, 253, Theophilus of Antioch 1, 175914, 242, 
"2850135, 331-332, 3320104 
Thomas 6, 6n22, 49, 53, 79, 83-84, 





119-120, 124, 127, 129, 133, 185-136,  B4n17, 85-86, 140-141, 286, 295 
lap Paraclete-Spirit: 28, 28027, 41, Tomb of Jesus: 74-78, 82, 141; 
41071, 43-44, 348, 338, 362-363; of metaphor: 119 
‘ruth: 20, 28, 41, 41073, 135, 139, 142 Torah, see aso Law 115019, 130-131 
Trajan 4 322, 322028, 323 
‘Transfiguration 49, 53, 39-60, 62-64, 
© 


7 
‘Tree of knowledge 114018, 117, 128; 





18550, 186, 18615437, 187, 
18759, 188, 188nn60.62, 1 
189an64-65, 190-191, 192277, 193, 
194n85, 198, 203-207, 207nn119-120, 
213, 228,225 

Stoic 159, 160n61, 164 








Symposia, see айо Banquet 
Sy бира бйз, iS 63-64, оташы rmansur 
©з, 67-68, 7, RIZ 134 136, Chto 44; 347; байыт 108 


142, 179031, 180, 216, 216016, 228, Truth concept: 20, 22, 28, 41, 41073, 





233, 237-230, 252, 253-256, 262-264, 44n78, 53, 123925, 129-130, 132, 
272, 278, 286, 290, 301-302, 305-308, — 134-135, 138, 142, 187, 197, 200, 207, 
312, 315, 330, 330087, 339, 34919, 224, 273, 292, 310, 323, 348, 336, 361, 
Ел 363; Gnostic divinity: 212, 23025, 
эрта, Hippolytus 10796 137088, | 22: Valentinian aroni 138, 162-164, 
166179, 167; Justine 195, 153033, — 178124, 222-223; cf. 157034 
Tin Inpho 239, 259572, 260-262, 295. 


Syra Syriac, Syrian 4010, 23, 69,79, Tymion,scralo Pepouza 354, 394n32 
з, 85, 264090, 270, 770n2105-106, 





271, 271nn107.109, 2720113, 273, Urbicus 154 
273nl16, 276, 2850155, 294, 303, 306, 

Ел Valentinus ваз, 145, 155-156, 
Syaygos 154,161, 163-165, 178024, 136nn47-51, 157-158, 165-1 
187,227 168086, 169, 169530, 173, 173-174n7, 


174, 174n8, 178027, 2060117, 
atian 10,236, 242, 252, 252048, 254, 207mm 18-119, 221, 266, 309-310, 
263, 265, 301, 3011113, 312, 312202931, 3330109 

302-305, 303n4, 304, 364nn9-10, 305,  Valentinian(s), Valentinianism 13, 

















305nn 11-12, 306, 306n18, 307-312, 2m4, 4, S, 8024,9, a35, 142, 145, 

312031, 313, 313003335, 314-316, 150-151, 131222628, 152-153, 

EE 153032, 154-155, 155538, 156-159, 
Temple 24, 115, 141, 176, 183040, 139паб2-63, 161, 163068, 161-169, 

184-185, 185130, 186, 195-196, 169090, 173, 173an3.5, 173-L74n7, 

198-199, 2031106, 213, 251, 281, 307 175,177, 177020, 178, I78nn2427, 
‘Tent 98-101, 122, 124, 124n26, 131 179-180, 180533, 181-182, 184, 
‘Tertullian 1I, 147013, 152230, 157, 

157035, 158, 166-168, 169n90, 173, 

173n4, 264n85, 338, 346, 353-354, 

354i, 357-358,359mm43-44, 359,  201n103, 202-203, 203nn103-108, 

359nn47-48, 360-362 204-206, 2060118, 207, 
‘thelema 167 207an118-119, 211, 213, 218, 
Theodoret of Cyrrhus 107, 107anS-6, 221-225, 227, 233, 233n2, 234-235, 

109, 137 245, 2802157, 309, 312, 333, 3330109, 
hcodotus 163, 163268, 167, 169990, 337; 339 


ЕН Victorinus of Pettau аап, 288 
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Vienne 242 

Virgin Eve 118; Mary: 258-260, 
260076, 266, 27201 14, 2734116: 
Spirit: 115, 118, 136 





Water 22,31,36, 40069, 57 108, 16, 
|. 130, 132-137, 142, 





э-э, з, 

31-82, 84, 106, 109, 112-113, 113, 
115049, 118-119, 128, 128030, 
130-131, 134n35, 149, 179, 212-215, 
222, 228-229, 259, 334 
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